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INTRODUCTION

Mien your child picks up a soft-leaded pencil at school and fills in

certain blanks on an answer sheet to a standardized test measuring

ability or achievement, the results of that test may well determine

the kind of education he is going to get. The results may deter-

mine whether he will be placed in a slow group or an average group

or whether he will be recommended for vocational studies or college
preparatory studies. School officials frequently use test results

to assign students, teachers, and textbooks in such a way that some

children go fast and some go slow.

There is nothing wrong with this theoretically since students

do proceed at different rates of progress and are able to achieve

different levels of success in their studies. The point is, though,

that if school personnel select certain tests, administer them, and

assign students to groups according to their scores on these tests,

are they doing it in such a way that the end results are education-

ally sound for all children?

The purpose of this handbook is to help you answer these ques-

tions. The handbook tells you what testing is all about and offers

suggestions on how you may examine the testing and grouping of chil-

dren in your school system.

5
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ITY R011_aGAN TR CIA NG

A. ABILITY GROUPING

Ability grouping is the practice of arranging groups of students in

different sections or classrooms within a grade and assigning dif-

ferent teachers to these groups. The students may be grouped on

the basis of (1) haw uell they do on tests measuring aptitude or

achievement, (2) their past grades, (3) the judgment of the school

counselor or teacher, or (4) a combination of these things. If

achievement tests are principally used to determine the groups to

which students are assigned, the practice is sometimes called

achievement grouping rather than ability grouping.

If a teacher informally groups students within a regular class--

room for different subjects for parts of the day and for varying

lengths of time, this is not considered to be ability grouping in

the strictest sense. This is frequently the only way in which stu-

dents who are deficient in a particular skill can get the (mtra help

they need to overcome the deficiency. It becomes ability grouping

only if the grouping is not temporary and if the different groups

are assigned to different classrooms and to different teachers and

are taught at a different pace.

Assigning students according to ability is different from as-

signing students to special education classes. Before a student

can be placed in a special education class, most State Department

of Education procedures require that the student be given an indi-

vidual examination by a physician and by a psychologist and that

consent be obtained from the parent. When students are ability-

grouped, however, the tests given are more than likely to be group-

administered and no consent of the parents is sought. Special edu-

cation students include those who are physically handicapped with

speech, hearing, visual, or other impairments; and those who are

mentally handicapped, or, to use the terms employed by educators,

are educable mentally retarded (EMR) or trainable mentally retarded

6
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-
(DR), or have learning disabilities (LD) or behavior disorders

(81)).
1

While these special education students may be separated

from the ordinary classroam, they are not considered to be ability-

grouped and so are not covered by this handbook.

One example of ability grouping in practice is the testing of

students for reading achievement level and permanently assigning

high and low scorers to different classrooms in which all subjects

are tailored to reading level. Another is the testing of students

in several basic subjects and more or less permanently placing them

at different levels for each subject. Assignments may be made, for

example, so that third graders who have problems with arithmetic are

taught with advanced second graders. Unfortunately, once so as-

signed, these students have little opportunity to proceed at their

own pace when they have overcome their problems and, as a result,

they never do catch up with other students at their own grade level

but tend to remain with the group of their initial assignment.

B. TRACKING

Tracking is the practice of assigning students at the high school

level, and often at the middle school level, to certain self-con-

tained curricula such as college preparatory, business,.or voca-

tional studies. The courses are frequently themselves divided into

honors, general, and remedial sections. Tracking at the secondary

level differs from ability grouping at the elementary level because

the older students themselves choose their programs of study with

the help of their parents and teachers or counselors. Because
tracking* may imply so much inflexibility that a student may not
switch from vocational to college preparatory studies or from a

1
Educable mentally retarded students usually have IQs in the 50-7Srange. Trainable mentally ietarded students have IQs in the 35-50range. Students with learning disabilities are those who have nor-

mal IQs and have normal vision and hearing but cannot learn well
because they have problems in perception that prevent them from
processing information properly. Students with behavior disorders
are emotionally disturbed or socially maladjusted.
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remedial English course to a general English course,'Many school

officials prefer not to use the word "tracking." It is true, how-

ever, that considerations such as class scheduling, many required

courses with few electives, and course unit prerequisites severely

restrict students from moving in and out of various programs of

study or courses so that tracking does in fact occur. Then, too,

while it may appear that students freely select their courses of

study, closer examination may show that student choice is, in fact,

heavily influenced by counselor advice, teacher recommendations,

and the desire to be with friends -- all matters determined largely

by how the student was ability-grouped in previous grades.

One example of tracking in practice is a high school providing

academic, general, ana business education courses of study with re-

quired subjects such as English, mathematics, social studies, and

science divided into basic, regular, and honors offerings. In such

a school, business students would take business English and earth

science, while academic course students would take English composi-

tion and biology and chemistry.

C. EDUCATIONAL ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES

School personnel who favor ability grouping or tracking argue that

it has several advantages. Some of the most frequently made claims

include these:

1. It permits students to move at their own learning rates.

2. It allows students to compete on a more equitable basis.

3. It makes curriculum planning easier for the teacher since

there is not such a wide range of students to teach.

4. It makes it possible for each student to taste some suc-

cess.

5. It improves student self-image in the groups that are

ahead.

8
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6. It is favored by parents, especially those of more tal-

ented students.

7. It makes it possible to have both remedial and enrichment

programs .

8. It simplifies scheduling procedures for the administrator.

9. It decreases discipline problems.

10. It permits the more efficient purchase and use of mate-

rials.

On the other hand, many educators have found ability grouping

and tracking to be actually harmful to students. The most fre-

quently stated disadvantages they cite are these:

1. It reduces, for students placed in groups that are average

or behind, the stimulation and leadership provided by the

students who are in groups that are ahead.

2. It stifles the socialization process, making the students

who are ahead more snobbish and the students who are be-

hind feel like second-class persons.

3. It encourages some teachers to expect less from the stu-

dents in groups that are behind and then in turn to teach

them less.

4. It may result in segregation of students by race or by

family income.

S. It fosters unhealthy self-concepts among students placed

in groups that are behind.

6.7. It creates morale problems for teachers assigned to teach

the groups that are behind.

7. It destroys the challenge of competition.

8. It may result in the assignment of the least able and

least experienced teachers to the groups that are behind.

9. It prevents students who are ahead from becoming sensitive

to the problems of other students.

9
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10. It allows students little opportunity for movement through-

out the school years as a result of the initial grouping.

11. It results in decreased motivation, especially at the

average and below-average levels.

12. It is sometimes based on invalid criteria.

13. It occasionally creates parent pressure to assign a stu-

dent to classes too advanced for the child.

14. It may concentrate students who have discipline problems.

15. It has not been shown to improve learning and may impede

student progress in the higher grades.

16. It implies that a student with low achievement at one grade.

is a slow learner.

D. RESEARCH FINDINGS

Voluminous literature covering more than sixty years of research

nncerning ability grouping was reviewed by Narren G. Findley and

Miriam M. Bryan in Abili.".-y Grouping: 1970 Status, Impact, and
1

Alternatives. The authors reached several conclusions.

They reported that ability grouping may adversely affect

1

Historically, the practice of ability grouping arose and flour-
ished from about 1915 until 1935, when progressives motivated by
humanitarian concerns decided that slow children ought to be.sep-
arated from others and allowed to proceed at their own rate tp give
thcm a taste of success. In the twenty years following, it fell in-
to disrepute since it could not be justified in terms of clear ad-
vantages to students. There was a resurgence of interest in the
middle 1950s spurred by the Russian launching of Sputnik and the
consequent emphasis on special training for talented students in
the areas of science and mathematics. The interest has continued
to the present with the proliferation of separate funding programs
at both federal and state levels for gifted children and children
with mental or physical handicaps, and with the implementation of
school desegregation across the South, where students formerly pro-
vided with different educational opportunities were combined into
single unitary school systems.

10
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student achievement:

Briefly, we find that ability grouping. . . showe no
consistent positive value for helping students gen-
erally, or particular groups of students, to learn
better. Taking all studies into account, the balance
offindings is chiefly of no strong effect either
favorable or unfavorable. Among the studies showing
significant effects the slight preponderance of evi-
dence showing the practice favorable for the learning
of high ability students is more than offset by evi-
dence ofunfavorable effects on the learning ofav-
erage and low ability groups, particularly the latten.
Finally, those instances of speciaZ benefit undqr abiZ-
ity grouping have generally involved substant% modi-
fication of materials and methods, which may LI-all be
the influential factors wholly apart from grouping.
Findley and Bryan, p. 54.

They reported that ability grouping may adversely affect self-

concept, attitudes, and personality traits:

The findings regarding impact of ability grouping on_
the affective development of children are essentiaZZY
unfavorable. Whatever the practice does to build
(inflate?) the egos of children in the high groups is
overbalanced by evidence of unfavorable effects of
stigmatizing average and low groups as inferior and
incapable of learning. Findley and Bryan, p. 54.

They reported that ability grouping may increase racial and

class segregation:

In the absence of evidence of positive effects on
Zearning and personaZ development of children, and
in Zight of negative effects on the scholastic achieve-
ment and self-concepts of low ability groups, the ten-
dency of ability grouping to separate children along
ethnic and socioeconomic lines must be deemed to dis-
criminate against children from low socioeconomic
classes and minority groups. The mechanism may be
said to operate primarily in denying the low groups
the scholastic stimulation of their more able peers,
and by stigmatizing the low groups as inferior and
incapable of learning in their own eyes and those of
their teachers. Findley and Bryan, p. 54.

1 1
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TESTING

A. ABILITY v. ACBIEVEMENT TESTS

Regardless of how students are grouped or tracked, tests of same

sort are invariably used in the.process. Sometimes the tests are

teacher,made classroom tests; sometimes they are developed by teach-

er committees according to local specifications; sometimes the tests

are provided by textbook companies to accompany their own reading or

mathematics programs; but usually they are commercially pLiblished

ability or achievement tests that have been standardized on large

student populations through pretesting and norming.

Although there are over 2,000 standardized tests currently be-

ing published in this country, most of the tests with which schools

are concerned are of two types: ability tests or achievement tests.'

. Ability tests, also known as aptitude or intelligence tests, are

designed to measure academic potential. Achievement tests, on the

other hand, are designed to measure how much a student has learned

in a specific subject and are, therefore, supposed to reflect what

has actually been taught. Achievement tests may be for individual

courses such as reading, algebra, or biology, or they may be "bat-

teries" or groups of tests that cover a number of subjects. Tests

for specific subjects vary somewhat from one to another; but bat-

teries usually include tests on reading, language skills, and math-

ematics, and may include tests on science and social studies as

well. Mbst test batteries are prepared for different age levels.

For example, one level may be for grades 1-3, another for grades

4-6, and so on.

Until recently most standardized achievement tests have been

norm-referenced. Recently, there has been considerable enthusiasm

on the part of school people for criterion-referenced achievement

1
Brief descriptions of ability and achievement tests most commonly

used in student grouping are included in Appendix C.

12
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tests. Criterion-referenced tests differ minimally from norm-ref-

erenced tests except that they may focus more strongly on objectives

of the local instructional program and evaluation of test results is

based on how well the individual student.has achieved.the locally

determined goals rather than on 'lbw the achievement of the individ-

ual student, the class, the grade, or the system compares with the

achievement of individual students and groups beyond the local dis-

trict. While to date most criterion-referenced tests have been lo-

cally constructed and administered and are, therefore, not standar-

dized, several test publishers are currently working on the develop-

ment of marketable tests of the criterion-referenced type.

Ability tests are designed to measure mental abilities and

skills developed over a long period of time. Achievement tests,

whether norm-referenced or criterion-referenced, measure skills

learned over a shorter period of time. Test critics often maintain

that there is little difference between what ability and achievement

tests actually measure, and this is more likely to be true than not.

Both types of tests have similar content at various age levels and

children normally do about as well on one type of test as on the

other. Because of these similarities, both types of tests tend to

have much the same attributes and the same shortcomings.

B. VALIDITY, RELIABILITY, AND NORMING

Because test results play such an important part in a student's

educational development, it is extremely important that the tests

do the job they are designed to do. To do their job, standardized

tests must be satisfactorily valid and reliable, and should be ade-

quately normed.

The validity of a test is determined by how closely the test

matches up with the real world things it is supposed to measure.

There are several kinds of validity, three of which are of special

significance in school testing situations. Content validity is de-

termined by how well questions on the test relate to the courses of

13



10

study being taught. Concurrent validity is determined by how well

the test scores match with a student's school grades or, since

school grades are not always reliable, with some other indicator

to which the test scores may be related. Predictive validity is

determined by how well the test scores can predict the future per-

formance of a student.

The reliability of a test v how consistently

the test measures student perfo ch lb, whether a student

gets about the same score on a test the second time around. Reli-

ability can be estimated by determining the consistency of test

scores by splitting the test in half and comparing performance on

both halves; by comparing scores on different, but comparable,

forms of the test; and by calculating the degree of stability of

scores in the same test or similar tests oyer a period of time.

When is a test sufficiently valid or reliable? Theoretically,

estimates can range from -1.00 to +1.00. Standardized tests never

reach these extremes. If the validity coefficient ranges between

.40 and .70, it is satisfactory; and if the reliability coefficient

ranges between .70 and .90, it is acceptable. These figures are

usually stated in the publisher's instruction manual accompanying

the tests.

Norms provide a specific comparison group, in relation to

which test performance of students may be meaningfully described.

A norms group may, for example, represent all fourth graders in the

nation or all high school students in a state who have completed

a course in American history. Norms for a test are based on a dis-

tribution of all the scores on the test made by those in the norms

group. The distribution covers the entire range of scores from the

lowest to the highest. A "norm," as distinguished from "norms,"

refers only to the average score (mean) or the middle score (ne-

dian) in the norms distribution. It is important to recognize

that if the median is used as the norm, SO percent of the scores

must necessarily fall "below the norm."

Local norms developed by school personnel are often more use-

ful than national norms. They are arrived at in the same way as

I 4.
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national norms, but are based on test results obtained locally rath-
er than nationally.

Norms may be expressed in several ways. One way is in the
form of grade equivalent scores. A score of 6.4, for example, rep-

resent§ the average score obtained by the norms group in the sixth

grade, fourth month. Another and better way is by percentile rank.

For example, a score that falls at the 73rd percentile exceeds the

scores made by 73 percent of the studums aorms group.

Because scores are never precise measures or rerformance, school

personnel are turning with increasing frequency to stanine scores,
which represent a range of scores. The distribution is broken into

nine segments and a student is ranked from a low range of one to 4
high of nine, with five being the average range, Intelligence
tests yield scores that are expressed as IQs. Originally an IQ
score represented the ratio of a student's mental age to his chron-

ological age; recently, however, it has came to represent the dif-
ference (deviation) between a student's score and the average
scores for students of his own age.

C. SELECTING TESTS

There is ncrsingle test that is best for all student populations
or for grouping purposes. If a test is to be suitable for a
school system, the school personnel responsible for selecting the
test should first study the characteristics of the school system
and its testing needs. Then they should review the capabilities
of the many tests available. They should match.the norm groups,
reliability samples, and validity studies for each test to the
specific population they intend to test. They should review the
content of each test to see how closely it matches the curriculum
taught in that particular system. Finally, they should examine the
scoring system and interpretative materials to determine whether
the test is designed for the purpose for which the system intends
to use it. Frequently school personnel select an inappropriate

15
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test by failing :Ozi_go through this selection process and by relying

mainly on the word of a test salesman or the comments of a super-

intendent of an adjacent school system.

First, it is important that school population characteristics

be reviewed because tests are peaked for certain levels. Achieve-

ment test scores'of high school students are all highly related to

geographical region, percent of graduates going to college, size

of community, and percent of parents who are high school graduates,

A science test, for examp' llay be too hard for a school's seventh

graders in a small, lin- _ or a test battery geared for the

grades-4-6 level may b( 'nn- 2riate because many children cannot

read at that level.

Second, the content of the test must approximately match the

curriculum being taught. It is wisest first to read the test pub-

lisher's own statement of what the test is designed to measure.

Then reference should be made to Buros' Mental Measurements Year-

books,
1 where each test is evaluated by a test or subject matter

specialist. Finally, a specimen set of materials should be secured

and each test examined item by item to ascertain whether or not it

measures the content covered by the teachers. Too often a test is

selected because it is packaged nicely and its title sounds partic-

ularly good.

Third, the test or battery of tests selected must bede-f&i::

mined by the purpose of the testing. While the ultimate purpose

of testing is to improve instruction, there are at least five in-

termediate purposes: placement of students, diagnosis of student

weaknesses, assessment of teaching methods, prediction of future

student performance, and school evaluation.

An example of testing for student placement would be the use of

test scores in the assignment of students to different math levels

because the learning uf later skills requires the mastery of earlier

1
Oscar Buros polices the testing industry through securing critics

to evaluate tests being published. Each school system should have
a set of his Mental Measurements Yearbooks. They are so important
that no school system can afford to be without them.

16
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ones. In student placement testing, a student's achievement test

score is compared with the scores of other students in his school.

The prime consideration for the test is that it be reliable enough

so that score differences actually represent differences in achieve-

ment from one student to another.

An example of testing for diasnosis Would be the use of test

scores of students who are behind grade level in a particular sub-

ject to identify specific skill deficiencies. A student's score

on one subtest would be compared with his scores on other subtests.

If the testing is being done for diagnostic reasons, the test

should have tures. Each subtest, not just the test as

a whole, oe Liable. The test should be peaked at a low

level because this testing is generally fOcused on those students

who are behind. It should be fairly long since, for example, it re-

quires many more items to analyze weaknesses in each skill than a

placement test might require to designate overall achievement in the

subject.

An example of testing for assessment of teaching methods would

be to compare scores of students taught by a teacher with those of

students taught by classroom television or compari7 --esults from

students grouped selectively with those grouped he - geneously. In

testing for:assessment, a group's scores may be com7 ed with its

scores on 7.,m.evious testings. Amajor consideration :1 such tests

is the equ±Ay of the score units at different parrY Af the score

scale with =ovisions for spanning grade levels.

An example of testing for prediction would be to use test

scores to predict a student's chances for success in each course

that he wants to select for the following year. In testing for pre-

diction, the student's score on one achievement test nay be compared

with his score on another. The:zoncern should be with choices among

alternative tests and the trustwnrthiness of differemzes between

scores_

*

An e of testing for evaluation would be the use of test

scores by t±h superintendent, school board, or state dePartment of

education zompare a particular school or school system with

1 7
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another school or system. In testing for evaluation, a school's

achievement test score average may be compared with that of a com-

parable group of schools. 'The main consideration.is that the con-

tent of the test cover the learnings the school or system deems

most important.

D. ADMINISTERING TESTS

The way a test is administered can be an important factor affecting

test results. Factors like advxse emotional reactions to tests,

the race of the examiner, 1JOM temperature, and room or corridor

noise may have some influence on scores.

There are several common-sense guidelines that school per-

sonnel should follow in the administration of tests. They should

announce to students well in advance of the testing that a test ad-

ministration is scJnied amd shouldreassure them that the purpose

of the testing is tc iMMTOU the instructional program. The test

administration shou_i not e scheduled before or after a school

social or athletic Students should be reassured that no one

is expected to comple the test in the time allowed. They should

also be told whetlifliz is all right to guess or whether wrong an-

swers will be subtlired from right ones- The testing examiner

should not convey [Le, students any personal adverse attitudes

toward the testing r.,)-iut..ez,s A negative attitude'on the part of the

examiner can affecz theattitude on the part of students. Group

testing in an audir,73rium or cafeteria should be avoided. There

should be no interfuOtims from the outside while th:=! test adminis-

tration is in progT. The instructions in the exam7mer's manual

should be followed eactiyr especially with regard tc the time

limits and the pro27 against interpreting questtons that are

unclear to students.
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E. INTERPRETING TEST RESULTS

Perhaps the biggest problem with testing is the misinterpretation

of test results. Misinterpretation is usually based on false as-

sumptions about what tests can do.

A first false assumption is that IQ tests measure inborn abil-

ity to determine for a lifetime a person!S"potential for learning.

What IQ tests measure is a person's ability to perform certain

kinds of mental tasks. They measure this performance not at birth

but a long time afterwards. The tasks are the kinds that the indi-

vidual learns as a result of his experiences at home, in school,

and elsewhere. An IQ score cannot bypass all the experiences that

help or hinder an individual's learning.

Aptitude or IQ tests supposedly differ from achievement tests

because they tend to reflect the amount learned from incidental

experiences before special training is received whereas achievement

tests tend to reflect the amount learned in school. However, in

both tests, the abilities tested actually are products of the per-

son's inherited potential for learning and his opportunities for

learning. The main difference between them is that the aptitude

or IQ test measures tasks learned over a longer period of time than

thase tasks measured on an achievement test.

The idea that aptitude or. IQ tests measure inborn ability ha$

led to the persistent demand that tests be "culture free" or "cul-

ture fair." There can be no such thing as a test that is "culture

free"; and only a small chance that it can be "culture fair." Some

tests, particularly the older ones, are unfair to culturally disad-

vantaged and minority students. But even those tests that purport

to be fair may show lower scores for culturally disadvantaged stu,

dents because they reflect the racial discrimination, social circum-

stances, and poor educational opportunities that many of these stu-

dents have experienced. If opportunities and experience are not

equal, the results will not be.

A second false assumption is that a test score is quite reli-

able, that is, that the score made by a child today will be the

19



16

same as the one he will make tomorrow or next week. A test, how-

ever, is only a single sample of a child's performance and it can

not give more than an estimate of how much he knows.

In school testing situations, the test score may be affected

by a number of things. It may be slightly affected, for example,

by his mood that day, by whether there is adequate ventilation in

the room, or even by whether he has had breakfast or not. It may

be affected even more by the questions asked. No test can cover

the entire universe of knowledge in any field. A test covers only

a sampling of this knowledge. While one student may know the in-

formation on which.a certain question is based, another student who

is just as well informed may not. A student, for example, may know_ ;

that-there are two pints in a quart, but he may not know that there

are four quarts in a gallon. This is all to say that tests are not

exact; they have a standard error of neasurement, and the score ob-

tained is very seldom the tine measure of a child's achievement.

The standard error of measurement can be illustrated by refer-

ence to one of the most reliable IQ tests ever developed, which has

a standard error of 5 IQ points. If a student obtains an IQ score

of 100, then there are twc chances oun: of three that the true. IQ

score_ falls somewhere between 95 and 2.05. But there is one chance

in three that it does not. There are 95 chances in 100 that it

fallssomewhere between 90 an3 110. And we can be almost certain

that it falls somewhere between 85 and 115. So what we have is a

possible range from "dull normal" to "above average." This is the

degree of accuracy we have on one of the most reliable tests ever

devised! Like IQ tests, achievement tests, too, have standard

errors of measurement, and many times these are fairly large ones,

considerably larger than the standard error mentioned above. Thus,

knowing something about the standard error of measurement should

make school officials hesitate to label a student on the hasis of a

single administration of any kind of test.

A third false assumption is that standardized achievement

tests msur..3 all that a student knows about each subject tested.

As was Fleviously stated, standardized tests do not measure 1nowl-
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edge of the entire subject, but only samples of it. Examination of

the questions asked on- any standardized achievement test will show

that they cover some aspects:of the subject that may never have-

been covered in class and omit things that teachers have empha-

sized.

A fourth false assumption is that a student's scores on a bat-

tery of achievement tests give sufficient information to make deci-

sions about how much a student has accomplished and how well hes

will be able to do in the fUture in these subjuLk.s. No test

ter,- currently published can do this. There are many important

outcomes of learning that cannot be measured by any test battery

personality, motivation, and:creativity -- outcomes that can

only be evaluated by teachers and-parents who are able to observe

the child over a long period ofHtime.

A fifthifalse assumption is that the profile of scores on the

subtests in.the subject areas covered by an achievement test battery

will reliably show the strengths and weaknesses of the student. For

several reasons, the profile does not necessarily do this: the scores

may not be tne true scores; thescore scales may not be comparable;

the subtests may have been normed on different student populations;

and the scores may not be independent measures but rather highly

correlated measures. In looking a= an overall profile, a school

administrator may remark how well the school has done in reading

because the sixth-grade class is reading at an 8.2 level hut how

poorly the school has done in mathematics because it is achieving

at only the 6.1 level. Progress in reading, however, is continuous

inside and outside the classroom, whereas progress in arithmetic

depends almost entirely upon what is taught in the classroom.

A .sixth false assumption is that grade equivalent scores (e.g.

5.2 fifth grade, second month) on standardized achievement tests

give ar._ accurate picture of the level of a student's performance.

Students do not progress at an even pace throughout the school

year. Also, over the summer they lose some of what they have pre-

viously gained. rt-may be early November before tbey are doing

work of the kind they were doing the preceding May. Grade equiva-
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lents, however, do not reflect the sharply irregular rates of learn-

ing or the loss over the summer. Grade equivalents are also mis-

leading because they imply, for example, that a student in the

third grade scoring 5.5 on an arithmetic test could be transferred

to a fifth-grade class; of course he could not be transferred 'Du-

cause he has not learned the skills taught ir the fourth grac_

he needs for doing fifth-grade A mhch lure -110aningful de-

,7crintion of his score would be that it has a percentile rank of

94, that is, that his score is higher than the scores:of 94 percent

of the third graders in the norms group.

A seventh false assumptiOn is thai a norm is a standard, that

it represents what a group of students should be achieving at a

particular time. A norm merely describes the performance of

students who took the test in the standardization program. Teachers

should think carefully about how their students compaxe in ability

with students in the norms group before they decide whether or not

they are happy with their test results. National norms should be

used simply as reference points. More useful evaluation of test

results can be obtained by comparing the performance of a class with

that of other classes in the same system through the development

of local norms.

An eighth false assumption is that, in spite of knowing the

shortcomings of aptitude and achievement tests, school officials

can use scores on these tests as the major bases for ability-group-

ing students by class within school. This is a reprehensible ac-

tion since such grouping.cannot help but result in the segregation

of middle-class white children from black children and culturally

disadvantaged children on the basis of rather questionable informa-

tion. It is not that such tests should not be used with under-

privileged groups. Rather, until black and poor white families

match middle-class whites in jobs, income, housing, quality of edu-

cation, respect, and complete participation in the day to day af-

fairs of the cummunity, test scores that admittedly depend so heavi-

ly on family background and school environment should not be -_Ised

exclusively in grouping studcInts across-the whole school pragram.
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It should be noted here that grouping on the basis of norm-

referenced tests will usullly result in a different kind of grouping

than if the grouping is i the basis of crit, n-referencr'
tests. With the for couping will be don- ins of now
well the student ach5,eve: 16 s-!-.-andards; with the latter, it

will be done in terms of how well the student achieves mastery of

what is expected for his age and grade. Whereas grouping done with

norm-referenced tests may cover entire subject; or entire classes,

either permanently or for a substantial length of time, grouping

with criterion-referenced tests may be more informal, less perma-

nent, and-concerned with segments of subject matter in which certain

students have deficiencies that must be overcome before the students

can work satisfactorily with the subject matter of the grade.
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HOW TO FIND OUT ABOUT ABILITY GROUPING AND TRACKING

IN YOUR SCHOOL SYFEM

A. FRAMEWORK OF STANDARDS

In examining the testing and student grouping practices of your

school system, it is desirable to have an overall framework of

standards upon which to make a judgment. The following standards

adaptedr_from U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEA)

regulations1 are exemplary:

1. Nondiscriminatory tests that are relevant to the pur-

pose of the grouping are used.

2. There is nondiscriminatory application of the standards

used for placement.

3. The grouping is for a period in the day only as long

asls necessary for accomplishing the purposes for

which the grouping is intended._

4. The grouping is designed to meet the special needs of

the students in each group by having specially developed

curricula or specially trained teachers and staff espe:

cially in the slow groups.

S. The system retests frequently enough to determine wheth-

er students could be advanced to another group.

6. The system has valid statistical evidence that shows

that such grouping is better for the students, including

the students who are behind, than other methods of

teaching.

If your school system does not meet these standards, then its

1
The regulations referred to are those of the Emergency School

Aid Act (ESAA) C.F.R.g 185.43. ESAA is a federal program authoriz-
ing grants to help school systems meet special needs incident to
desegregation.
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grouping practices are suspect and may be deemed to be education-

ally detrimental to some of the students.

To make a judgment about how well your system meets these

standards, it is 'necessary, first, to gather some initial informa-

tion about the system and then to interview various school person-

nel like the curriculum director, school counselors, and teachers

or principals for the details.

B. INFORMATION INITIALLY NEEDED

It is necessary to become familiar with the locations of schools

and of the poor neighborhoods and black neighborhoods. School lo-

cations usually can be secured from local chamber of commerce

maps or from a master map available at the superintendent's office.

The racial composition of each school can sometimes be secured

by a telephone call to the principal. If your system was desegre-

gated by court order, the court order usually requires that the

system periodically submit reports to the court listing radial com-

position by school. These reports can be revioded at the offices

of the civil rights attorneys who worked on the desegregation case

or at the federal district court clerk's office if you cannot get

cooperation from the school system office. If your schoOl system

was desegregated under a voluntary plan approved by HEW, then the

racial composition, not only of the schools,-,but also of selected

grades by classroom, can be obtained from the Office for Civil

Rights of HEW. Each year, at least through 1975, school systems

have submitted to HEW what are called 101 and 102 forms. Not only

systems under HEW-approved plans but also systems under court order

desegregation plans must submit these forms annually to HEW.

These forms may be purchased from HEW for ten cents each, one form

per school, by writing and requesting them under the Freedom of
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Information Act.
1

Although the local system keeps a copy of these

forms, HEW regulations do not require the superintendent to make

his copies available for you to see.

The best source for finding in uthich schools children from

low-income families are concentrated, although there is in it no

breakdown by race or socioeconomic level, is the system's annual

Title I application, which under law is available to any person for

public inspection at the local system office.2

The reason that gathering all this information is so important

is that ability grouping and tracking practices tend to affect black

children and poor children more adversely than other children.

C. INTERVIEWING THE CURRICULUM DIRECTOR

In most school systems there is a curriculum director or assistant

superintendent or system psychometrist, who is primarily responsible

for curriculum development, testing, and grouping of pupils system-

wide. You should telephone and ask for an appointment, explaining

that you are a member of a citizens' group concerned with quality

education.

You will want to put him at ease by approaching him in a man-

ner so as to indicate that you are only interested in learning

about the program, not in being critical of it. Begin by asking

him to outline his job. Ask him to explain the curriculum and

1
See page 36 for the address of your HEW regional office. The

Freedom of Information Act, 5 U.S.C. § 552, guarantees that any
person has the riaht of access to and can receive copies of any
document -- subject to nine specific exemptions like top secret
information, trade secrets, and personnel files -- so long as the
document is in possession of-a federal agency.

2
Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, 20

U.S.C. § 241, is a federal program of grants of money to local
school systems to be used to meet the special education needs of
educationally deprived children in low-income areas. Title I regu-
lations require that the annual applications be shown to any citi-
zen who makes a request. 45 C.F.R. § 116.35.

26



23

testing program in general. Then ask for a copy of any written mate-

rial explaining the curriculum and testing program and any accompa-

nying policies. Try to get a copy of the written material before

asking any hard questions that might make him want to change his mind

about sharing information with you. The following questions are sug-

gestive of the kinds of things you will want to inquire about, the

first few questions being mainly to gain his confidence:

1. What is the size of the school system .in terms of student

enrollment, nuMber of schools, and budget?

2. What innovations and featuises of the school program are

you especially-proud of?

3. How many Title I (poor) children are there in the system?

Where are they niostly concentrated?

4. According to test scores, at what level do students per-

form upon entering and then upon completing their twelve

years of schooling?

5. To what elements in the instructional program do you at-

tribute the success of the students?

Elementary Level

6. How are the children grouped at the elementary level?

7. How and when did this grouping evolve?

8. What criteria are used for student grouping?

9. What tests are used? (Try to secure a copy of the pub-

lisher's manual for each test.)

10. How were the tests chosen?

11. Do all schools use the same student grouping practices?

12. How are new students arriving in midyear assigned to

classes or sections?

13. How do the course content and the method of instruction

in the slower groups differ from those in the faster

groups?
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14. How do the qualifications of the teachers for the slower

groups differ from those of the teachers of the faster

groups?

15. For what portion of the day or for which subjects does

grouping occur?

16. Is the grouping within a single classroom or in several

different classrooms?

17. Are children placed in different groups for different sub-

jects on the basis of subtest scores?

18. How are the tests that are used relevant to the purposes

of the grouping?

19. If grades are also used for grouping purposes, which

grades are used for which subjects and how far back do

you go in looking at grades?

20. If recommendations of teachers or counselors are also

used, on what criteria do they base their recommendations?

21. How is the cut-off point on scores for placing children

in different groups determined?

22. To what extent do students move from one group to another?

23. Has any research been done to validate the local grouping

process?

24. Has the progress of slouer children been greater than it

was before this system of grouping began?

25. Has there been any control group of students who are not

ability-grouped with which a comparison of progress has

been made?

High School Level

26. To what extent do courses taken at the seventh and eighth

grade level limit what can be takeh at the ninth grade

level?

27. Is the curriculum at the high school level organized

for basic, general, and honors levels?

2 8



28. At what grade. do students begin_choosing their own course

of study?

29. Besides student preference, what other factors influence

what curriculum a student takes?

25

30. What written information do students and parents receive

describing,the courses? (Secure a copy of the school sys-

tem's student handbook.)

31. Is parental permission sought before assignment of stu-

dents?

32. What are the differences between the college preparatory,

general, and vocational curricula? (Secure course de-

scriptions and textbook titles.)

33. Are the full range of honors subjects and subjects in the

college preparatory curriculum offered at all high schools?

34. In the subject of English, is the course content differ-

ent at basic, general, and honors levels or do students

cover the same material but at a different pace?

35. Does a student's permanent record or his diploma reflect

which course of study he has taken?

36. Do you see any separation of students resulting from the

different curricula or the grouping within required high

school subjects so that poor or minority students are

disproportionately in the lower or slower groups?

37. Are minority and new teachers assigned to teach honors

or college preparatory courses?

D. INTERVIEWING COUNSELORS

Try to interview at least one elementary school counselor and one

high school counselor, neither of whom is timid and each of whom

works at a school where there is a significant number of black stu-

dents or students from low-income families.
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Before asking any difficult questions, first secure copies of

all written materials the counselor has to offer, such as counspl-

ing rules and the school's student handbook. Begin by asking the

counselor to outline the duties that come with his job. Suggestions

for areas to explore include the following:

1. What influence do counselors have in assisting in the

proper placement of students?

Elementary School Level

2. What is the process used in assigning children to differ-

ent groups?

3. If tests are used, what is the name, level, and date of

publication of each?

4. When, how often, and to whom is each test administered?

5. How was it decided which tests would be used?

6. Who administers the tests?

7. If grades are also used in student placement, what

grades are used and for what subjects?

8. If teacher recommendations are also nspd in st44ent place-

ment, on what are the recommendations based?

9. Is parental permission sought prior to testing?

10. What happens if a parent refuses to abide by the results?

11. What are the cut-off scores for different groups and

how are they determined?

12. Is the course contmt for required subjects about the

same for the various groups and the difference in instruc-

tion primarily a matter of the pace at which the material

is covered?

13. Do individuals teaching the slow groups have tbe same

qualifications as those teaching average and advanced

groups?

14. How frequent is retesting?
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15. Is there a relationship between test scores and home

background?

16. Does grouping put a disproportionate numbe- of black

students or students from low-incame families in the slower

groups?

High _Level

th-r! ..r.hes,--.:ions above arid .c=stions 2,5-37 listed n z. 24-25.

Then

17. W171,7 zoaleges rkcruit at -the high school?

18. Ha -e you been-involved in,determining whet-h stu-

des are college material?

19. How ch you counsel studt who are intereste in going

to cc_lege but are not ctllege material?

20. By what criteria, other than need, are you guided in

selecting and assisting students seeking financial aid?

E. INTERVIEWING PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS

It would be a good idea to limit your interviews to principals and

teachers at schools where there are concentrations of black students

or students from low-income families because these are the schools

in which any deficiencies in ability grouping apd tracking become

most evident. Teachers and principals may be asked the same kinds

of questions asked of the curriculum director and school counselors.

In addition, you may want to inquire as to whether the morale of

teachers assigned to the slow groups is lower than that of teachers

of other groups, whether new teachers are likely to be given these

assignments, and in what proportion minority teachers are assigned

there.

Finally, you may want to learn whether, at the high school lev-

el, poor and black students are unevenly distributed in sections in

required courses such as English, American history, and physical
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th.rcation. In the (:mser...f electives, such as foreign languages, ad-

vanced courses, art0. a ties such 2-5 black studies, there may

be an uneven disrr: atIcrisirmply as aimatter of student :hoice.

Ybu may war:t ,Ica..1c_.uele each interview by askLIE- the individ-

ual what-he persona,0 as the benefits and drawha::Ks of such

grouping and wha any, he would recommend -- remedy the

drawbacks.

F . OTHER SOURCES 02 --=?If41170N

The records of the L- i ,zem's Title I program have been men-

tioned previously a e source for information. Title I

of the Elementary au. Education Act is a federal program

of annual grants of school systems to be used to meet the

special educational :.:51=is.--.--educationally deprived children in

schools serving conct -ins==is of low-income families. It is the

largest federal aid -=7:1 for school systems. In order to re-

ceive Title I funds, 2ac± .73-Fstem must annually submit to the state

Title I office a Title Ia=lication, which under law is available

for public inspection. ,=Hthe local school system office.1. The Title

I application tells how-tile system proposes to spend money to help

children who are behinY', in schools serving low-income areas. To

determine which childrar: ar- F-Incatiamally deprived, the system

will usually test its Federal regulations require that

there be an evaluation-ta:deraeTmine iEthe program as implemented

has helped the children -77-71 is done by pretesting and post-

testing the children to measure their gains. Sometimes by reading

the narrative section of the Title I,applications you may be able

to learn what tests were given, whether the children were grouped by

test scores, what the deff_H,Fracies were, what goals were set, wheth-

er they were met, and the abfiity grouping done has worked

out well for the childirenwere behind. Sometimes the goals are

1
45 C.F.R. § 116.85. ,1975)
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set s=o low that efforts are -programmed in such a way that

slower students get further and further behind. And if te
sults document an expanding :zap between the children in thir± FIOW

group and tme children in otaer groups,vthen the slow grops re

actually being hurt by ability grouping.

Another source of information is the result of the Fan-L

Educational Rights and Privacy Act-1 Under this federal law Any
person has right as a parent not only to see, but also tl

photostatic copies of any school records directly relating
child. These records include cumulative folders, disciplir- e--

ports, grade reports, standardized test scores, psychologimE. :eval-

-ivations, and written teacher comments. Student records are 5,1:ally

kept in the office of the principal or that of the guidance 2==n-

selor. Parents have a right to question school personnel car=ern-

-ing what is in the records and to have the officials help interpret

or'explain the records. Often, if several parents.exercise their

right to inspect the cumulative record folders of their children,

they can determine whether their children have been placed in slow
groups according to test scores. This may lead them to ask the

school counselor or teacher to explain why children are grouped in

a particular way, how the cutoff point was determined, and whether

the tests were standardized on schools or on children like their

own so as to be an adequate indicator of what the tests are .being

used to.measure.

Finally, an excellent way to obtain information is simply to

volunteer to be an aide at a school. Mbst schools are eager to get
parents' help and, during the course of doing volunteer work, par-

ents can observe firsthand the testing procedures and grouping plzc-
tdces.

1
20 U.S.C. § 1232g (1974).
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'rat, TO aGIN THE MOVE F FQRM DnYCWR SYSTEM

A. THE 'PAiliLE STEWTVRE"

Ln order ec fosterreform in your 1=1lool smsmai, if reform is meezt-

ed, you MILLS-: iderldfy the people you _have 7zo- zmnvince and know wEat

to say to :-:nem 1-771- will effect change.

School systems, like other institutiams, have a power struc-

ture. It i3 us=a3.1Y made up of a board ofedumwHon, a school board

attorney, a. superintendent, a number of adainistrators, the aggre--

gate of teachers, and TariOUS community groups. The key person in

the power structure is usually the superintendent. HOwever, if

ability grouping or tracking is a school practice rather than a

systemwide practice, then the principal is a very important persoz.

The school board is composed of a number of lay persons, either

appointed ar elected, wha.are usually paid a nominal salary. They

are more iely to respond to an issue thamto initiate change on

ttheir own. Since they nay have neither the time, manpower, nor ex-

mertise to handle a particular problem, they will normally .refer an

ssue n which they have an imterest to the superintendent. When the

superintendent makes a response by way of his administrators, the

board normally ratifies or modifies, but occasionally rejects, the

superintendent's recommendations. On many issues, boards splinter

into different factions. While they have the ,.altimate legal respon-

sibility for decisian-making,77.hey should be tne last group, not the

first, to challe-Te. If, on the other hand, there are one or two

sympathetic hoard members, than they should be brought in at the

very beginniTTE.
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?REPA: AND ORGANIZATICY

B.: _re ap-roa.77i7; the superintenzr-.., it is

wt advi his administrators wiL iive him

w-_Th you: preseotation. For that it

w:-h the 177,--u-trators with wham h- rill be

4.te persons you hav-z already

ve.ry pers.= wn o. set up the groupi= system

in the first-
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desirable to anticipate

when he is confronted

is best to talk first

consulting. More often

interviewed and the

that caused the problem

If c":11--"2::: -7tur initial intervtLe7 you did not ask them about

their perscrai minions of a1telaatt7es to present practices, it

might be aoprol.,....date to do that now;. Some possible alternatives to

ability grcupt= include indivliolu-ed instruction, heterogeneous

grouping, E:-.rati.fied. heterogeneous .r.ouping, team teaching, and stu-

dent tutoring. These are explained ±n Appendix 3.

secund step in preparation for. your meeting with the super-

intendent is to make sure that you have organized a coalition of

parents. (-1-7-e inquiring parent is soon forgotten. Try to secure

th cooperatior c:i3 prominent persons in the community whan top

school officials respect. Solicit the support or endorsement of

the locc_ reacher orp.---,ation, if There is one, by tying the issue

to suct Ira:ters as the :anount of classroom time occupied by testing

or the p=sible use of-7he test:.7- jy. administrators for teacher ac-

countabfLcty. Enlist -r:e he17 one or two PTA presidents _T.o bol-

ster your support. Pe.L.aps z!-:re community- organizatm with

whn '7.7q4 Have not pretriousIF det2t but which might provrfe valnable

support 13m,k ancll white caalittons carry considerable clout.

If -Thd=7. not have an or7nItilion, create one. Sometimes a

uour co7: i1ouned snaplY E77-atti=c7tagether several parents lo

;iant to TLZIL71 Ithe schmol exzinine the school's cumulative recurds

of their: it. AlteLLATely-, a-group may be formed by recruit-

ing people 704n:y.,:oUld .:-.)e-__ULL=2.3sted.ti..being placed on a Title I
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Parent Advisory aouncil at their schac..._ Cr youmay piggy-hack

yttfx concerns with a separate grciup tha:.:is forming around another

issue suCh as getting rid of an incompe:ent principal or remeriying

unfair student suspension practices.

There should be someone in your c-..anitation who is familiar

with the ins aminuts of your school s7stem_.:and the personalities

involved. Recrmit for chairperson an i,tdirilEual who ha, same fre

lime and a good public presence. ve the ;group he4p you compile

a report or- adopt the report that ...ou have-prepared. 'Obtain ac-

cess to a mimeograph machine to reproduce-Tour report, making the

format as attractive as possible. It isTparticularly tmpartaat

that each perscm in your group be conversant and artimaPte in all

aspects of the issue. In order to create:a solid and consistent

information base for your organization, it may be advisable to hold

one or more private sessions for the pr77nse of 'self-education.

This enables each nf your members tm be al confident spokespeon

for your .viewpoint and creates an image rcf collectiwe credibility.

Once you have become established_ your organization can best Taiden

its visibility and educate the ponlic to its concerns through the

press and through contact with arher commumity groups, suth .aE the

League of Wamen Vcters s, oh.:.:roh 'groups, and civic clubs.

posure to conviction.: differing 77,7717 yours, coupled with the enpe-

rience of speakinz to g-roups aban. ...12e issue, are gocC--.4ayS of-pre-

paring for your meetings with the .544eLdnitendent.and, 1=er, with the

school board.

1
Title I regulations mquire that there be formed a-Parent Advi

sory Council at each sUnool receiving Title I funds. 45 C.F.R.
g 116a.25(a). They.mee..-: several -times a year and are supposed to
exert considerable inflmence over how money is to be spent to mee
the educational needs dE eligible children. 45 C.Y.R. g 116.251:1.
Each school Parent- Advitory Council elects one or more persclns
represent it on a systemwide 9-arent Adwisory Council, which advses
the school system -1J1 :the ?laming, implementation, Jazd evaluatiup
of the total ntatr, cv4ram. 45 .C.F:R.gg ll6a.2 (a),(d), (e .
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C. MEETING WITH THE SUPERINTEND=

7b meet with the superintendent, call in advance to:secure an

appointment. A delegation of about five people fLu1.1 your group c7

groups endorsing your position should plan to a7tend the meeting.

Parents with children who are directly affected shmld make up most

of the delegation. The discussiou, however, shculL not center

around individual grievances but rather around ..7-,7-s"---awide practi-

ces. Shortly before arriving at the meetiag, the delegation may

wish to rehearse who is going to say what: The 77.zet effective pre-

sentation is simple and brief. Eaz.h item should b separately num-

bered rather than combined into a. nebulous stateme:71. You may want

to pause after each item to alJaw the superintendemt to give his

reaction. If his opinions or u.es are vague or adverse, at the

end of the meeting request that ha formalize his response to each

item in writing and secure from him an. approximate -±ate by which

the response will be ready. More c±n than not, ;:;11merintemdemts'

responses are simply to explain amd justify rather ttan to :promise

to reconsider or to change.. For that reason. it Tinst always be-

comes then necessary to take your c:ase- before the sit.tucl

D. MEETING WITH THE

Unless the meeting with the sunelin=aUent a---ie-,Tas :he goals 701.1

seek, the meeting w±th the school shoulL.hestUeduled as soo:-L

as you know that the board will see you. If your is to be z7:-.

the time of the regular business meeting, caIl accouaLe of weeks

early in order to have your issue pl=ed on agenea near the be-

ginning of the meeting. Items of Cusiness taken woj =ward the

of such meetings tend to receLn.5-. Js attltuticn ,--Hzo7o dealt uit

more summarily.

A large turnout of the members of your group amd other gr-J5ups

supporting you is essential tc show your streqgth. Tbe presenta-

tion itself should be a formal written statement that is succtnc71

and clear. It should containthe normal cour,,esieEextended to
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public ofilcials. Copies of it should be distributed to the board

members and. the news media present just prior to the presentation.

The presencation should be made by the most effective spokesperson

in your g7laup. It should identify the groups that endorse your po-

sition, tne previous discussions with administrators and other

groups, aad the need for the board to take immediate action in re-

viewing aad reconsidering the present ability-grouping practices.

School board members should be requested to make individual comments

on the statement.

E. PRESS RELATIONS AND POLLOW-UP

A sing1 1.:a appearance before the school board most likely will not

be suffdcient to develop a move for reform. That is why it is so

important to: generate same rapport with the news media. Notify the

news media fn advance of your community meetings when you expect a

respectable turnout. When you plan.for different things or when

events come up, issue periodic press statements and, where the occa-

sion warrarm such a step, hold press conferences. For example,

you might hcad a press conference to announce the formation of a

coalition, another after meeting with the superintendent, and

another after the superintendent's written response is received.

After you make a presentation to the school board, your contact with

individual reporters should become personal and ongoing.

The presentation to the school board should be followed up

with visits to each board member to discuss the matter further in

private. Continued visibility is essential through talks at meet-

ings of PTAs and community groups, guest appearances on local radio

or television talk shows, and subsequent news articles or letters

to the editor in the local paper.

Because no change will occur unless there is recognition of

the problem, occasionally citizen groups must use direct action to

dramatize the issue. Such actions may include petition drives,

personal protests by withdrawal of children during the days of
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testing, raising at annual school board budget hearings the issue

of whether too much money is being spent on testing, or even calling

for a boycott of the local business of a hostile school board member,

There are a number of things that impede the possibility of
change in the school system. In addition to the school administra-

tion's own belief in the perceived educational benefits of ability

grouping, there may be a desire to accede to the wishes of more vo-

cal middle-class parents who want their Children to be in honors or
college preparatory groups, away from slow or culturally deprived

children. Also, most teachers may prefer to teach homogeneous

groups because it makes their job easier by limiting their class

groups to students learning at the same level and at the same pacp,

and putting students who are discipline problems as well as slow

learners in classes taught by someone else. In addition, Some

school administrators, unfortunately, may still be of the belief

that black children are less capable than whites and that ability

grouping will keep blacks away from white SO that whites will not
be pulled down. In school systems with heavy black enrollments,
white school officials may fear that abandoning ability grouping

might cause white flight to private or parochial schools. Finally,

sales representatives of some test publishers hayp been able to con-
vince some school administrators that for every educational ill

there is a test that will remedy it, and these school administrators

may have constructed an elaborate testing program that is easier to

allow to perpetuate itself than to dismantle.

If results are lacking and interest begins to wane, then it

may be desirable to seek outside help.

F. OUTSIDE NELP

Reform may be more meaningful and lasting if accomplished without

outside help for often local initiative is destroyed when such help

is brought in. Use of outside help, however, becomes necessary when
local efforts are not getting anywhere. Following are the outside
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resources that you should know about:

1. Education Section Chief
Civil Rights Division
U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530
(202) 739-4092

2. Regional Director
Office for Civil Rights
Department of Health,
Education, and Nelfare

SO Seventh Street, N.E.
Atlanta, Georgia 50323
(404) 526-3312

1114 Commerce Street
Dallas, Texas 75202
(214) 749-3301

-- (klahoma, Florida, Georgia
Mississippi, North Carolina,
South Carolina, Tennessee)

-- (Arkansas, Louisiana, and
Texas)

Gateway Building -- (Virginia)
3535 Market Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19104
(215) 596-6772

3. Director-CoUnsel
NAACP Legal Defense and
Educational Fund, Inc.
10 Columbus Circle, Suite 2030
New York, New York
(212) 586-8397

4. Executive Director
Southern Regional Council
52 Fairlie Street, N.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
(404) 522-8764

If your school system has undergone desegregation without a

federal court order, then you should contact HEW. HEN will inves-

tigate ability grouping practices to determine whether they violate

Title Vi of the 1964 Civil Rights.Act, a law prohibiting racial dis-

crimination in any program receiving federal funds, or the Emergency

School Aid Act (ESAA), a law providing federal funds to school
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systems to meet the special needs incident to desegregation, but

making systems ineligible for this money if they maintain any prac-

tice, such as ability grouping, that racially isolates or other-

wise discriminates against students.

If your system has undergone desegregation under a federal

court order, then jurisdiction would lie with the Justice Depart-

ment. But since Justice has responded in a very slow and conserva-

tive manner to challenges to ability, grouping, it is also desirable

to contact the NAACP Legal Defense Fund, which often is more respon-
sive. One of their local cooperating attorneys may have handled
the desegregation case in the past or may be willing to become in-
irolved now.

Even though your system desegregated under a federal court

order, you may nevertheless be able to bring HEW in. First, if

your system happens to be applying for or is receiving ESAA funds

from HEW, then HEW may investigate to determine whether there is

noncompliance with ESAA regulations forbidding ability-grouping and
tracking practices causing racially identifiable classes.1 Second-
ly; even though your system is under court order and has not applied
for ESAA funds from HEW, HEW has some authority to become involved.

An order of a federal court in Washington, D.C., requires HEW "io

monitor all school districts under court desegregation orders to

the extent that their resources permit and to bring their findings

to the attention of the court concerned."2 To date, however, HEW

unfortunately has not exercised this authority on the grounds that
its manpower resources will not allow such monitoring.

Regardless of whether you seek the assistance of the Justice

1
45 C.F.R. § 185.43(c). A racially identifiable class is one in

which the racial composition of the class varies more than ± 20 per-
cent from the racial composition of the grade. For example, if
grade 4 at Smithville Elementary School is 50 percent black, then,
to be racially identifiable, one or more classes in that grade would
have to be less than 30 percent black or more than 70 percent black.
2
Adams v. Richardson, 356 F. Supp. 92, 99 (D.D.C. 1973), mod. andaff'd. 480 F.2d 1159 (D.C. Cir. 1973), 391 F. Supp. 269 (D.D.C.

1975).
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Department, the Legal Defense Fund, or HEW, you should thoroughly

document your complaint, explaining not only the results of your

group's investigations but also its attempts to get the school sys-

tem to remedy the situation.

The Southern Regional Council c provide limited help by

assisting you in drafting comp ts':following through with federal

agencies, and helping you to secure cooperating Legal Defense Fund

attorneys. The Council may also be Able to put you in touch with

resource organizations in your state such as the Delta Ministry,

the American Friends Service Committee, and others who have long-

established expertise in education issues, especially civil rights

problems.
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ApILITY GROUPTNG ABD THE_LAW

There has been no court decision directly declaring the practice

of ability grouping or tracking students to be unconstitutional per

se. Rather, court decisions on ability grouping have always turned

on whether the grouping has caused classrooms to become racially

identifiable and, if so, whether this is based on test scores which

reflect the continuing effects of past racial discrimination.

In the past, courts were reluctant to become involved in the

issue of ability grouping because they felt it was a matter best

left to educators. 1

However, in 1967, in a landmark case, a federal district court

judge found the Washington, D.C., track system ? as administered,

to be unconstitutional because it deprived poor and black students

of their right to an equal educational opportunity.2 The court

found that the schools in the poorest Washington neighborhoods had

the highest proportions of students in.the lower tracks and that

the lowest tracks had the highest percentages of black students in

them. The court found that students were placed into tracks on the

basis of standardized tests inappropriate for poor and black student

popUlations, that each tradk offered a different kind of education

both in pace and in scope of subject matter, that there was very

little movement-of students between the tracks, and that the low

track had a watered-down curriculum instead of a compensatory pro-

gram to ameliorate specific academic deficits. The whole scheme

was found fatally defective because student placement was not based

upon capacity to learn but upon intelligence tests standardized on

a middle-class white population. As a result, placement was based

1
Miller v. School District No. 2, Clarendon Co., S.C., 256 F.StApp.

370 (D.S.C. 1966); Steel v. Savannah-Chatham County Board of Educa-
tion, 333 F.2d 55, 61-2 (5th Cir. 1964).

2
Hobson v. Hansen, 269 F.Supp. 401 (D.D.C. 1967) aff'd. sub. nom.,

Smuck v. Hobson, 408 F.2d 175 (D.C. Cir. 1969).
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more on socioeconomic status and race than on ability and most

black students were wrongly placed in low tracks, depriving them

of an equal educational opportunity.

By 1970 most of the school systems in the South were completing

the process of desegregating their schools. Some of them decided

that placing black students in the same classrooms with their white

counterparts would lower the quality of education because of the

inferior education provided to black students under the former dual

systems. This caused some school systems to assign students to

rooms according to achievement test scores. Courts, however, reject-

. ed this'approach because it tended, to create segregated classes

within school buildings. Rather than delving into the issue of the

validity of testing, the courts simply ruled that testing could not

be employed to group students or assign them to schools until after

the school systems had already been completely desegregated. 1
Thus,

ability grouping could not be used as a component of a desegregation

plan.

In some systems, once the desegregation process occurred,

there were immediate attempts thereafter to assign students on.the

basis of ability grouping. In these instances, the courts also de-

clared that such a practice was constitutionally impermissible.2

The courts stated that there would haVe to be a minimum waiting

period of several years before grouping could be done.3 The clear-

est explanation for this waiting period was stated in a case in

which the court said that assigning black students in a recently

desegregated school on the basis of scores on standardized ability

and achievement tests violated their rights to be treated equally

with white students when the black students had recently been

1
Singleton V. Jackson Municipal Sep. School District, 419 F.2d 1211

(5th Cir. 1970); U.S. V. Tunica County School District, 421 F.2d
1236 (5th Cir. 1970); U.S. v. Sunflower County School District, 430
F.2d 839 (5th Cir. 1970).

2
U.S. V. Humphreys County School District, Civil Action No. GC

6645-S (N.D. Miss. 1971).

3
Lemon v. Bossier Parish School Board, 444 F.2d 1400 (5th Cir.

1971).
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educated in inferior schools and, in tajcing cOStP, Were Competing

with white students educated in superior schools.1

Finally, in 1975, the U.S. Fifth Circuit Court of Appeals de-

clared that ability grouping resulting in racially segregated class-

rooms could not be used by any school system that had previously

been segregated even if such grouping had been used as an education-

al technique years before desegregation. 2 School administrators,

the court declared, must operate completely integrated systems with-

out ability grouping for a period long enough to assure that the

underachievement of the slower groups was not due.to the educational

disparities caused by prior segregation. How long is enough has

not been stated, but, presumably, if a student had attended a segre-

gated school for, say, six years, it could be.argued that he could

not legally be ability-grouped for another six years or however

long it might take to bring him up to peer status and end the educa-

tional disadvantages accorded him by prior segregation.

One of the most difficult problems concerning any constitu:

tional attack on the practice-of.ability grouping in the post-

desegregation era is that of proof. In a recent case, for example,

a court held that an inference of discrimination could not be drawn

.from facts showing that in a school system with three grouping lev-

els, over 47 percent of the white students but only 20 percent of

the nonwhites were in the high level and 39 percent of the'non-

'white students but only 11 percent of the whites were in the low
group.

3

In order to mount a successful court challenge of ability

grouping, significant evidence must bp gathered to prove that

(a) there is a high correlation between race and student assignment,

(b) each level offers a different kind of education both in pace

Moses v.
La. 1971).

2
McNeal V.

1975).

Washington Parish School Board, 330F. Supp. 1340 (B.D1

Tate County School District, 508 F.2d 1017 (5th Cir.

3
Morales v. Shannon, 516 F.2d 411 (5th Cir. 1975),
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and scope of subject mat -- with the lowest being the worst,

(c) there is very little mobility between the different levels,

(d) there is no adequate compensatory program in the lower level

sufficient to help students overcome the effects of past segrega-

tion or present cultural disadvantages, and (e) test scores are more

likely a reflection of-the past education of a student or his preS-

ent socioeconomic background than a reflection of his Capacity to

learn.

Presently pending litigation challenging the constitutionality

of the ability grouping schemes in various school systems demon-

strates the size and complex.:ty of the task of proving a case to

the satisfaction of a federal court.
1

Expert witnesses or consul-

tants may have to be hired to testify about the selection of inap-

propriate tests by the school system and about erroneous conclusions

made by school personnel in interpreting the scores or using them

in student placement. Experts may have to direct the gathering of

selected data from the school system concerning the effect of abil-

ity grouping on different groups of students, interpret these data

to the lawyers and to the court, and, if called upon to do so, may

have to offer educationally sound alternatives to the practices

being challenged.

Abuses in ability grouping have been challenged also by.HEW in

administrative proceedings. Under the Emergency School Aid Act

(ESAA)
2

(a program authorizing federal grants to help school dis-

tricts meet special needs incident to desegregation) no school sys-

tem is eligible to receive such funds if it assigns students in a

way that creates classroom segregation. Regulations implementing

the law provide that where there are-racially identifiable classes,

a presumption is created that the method of student assignment is

racially discriminatory and the burden shifts to school officials to

demonstrate that the grouping is bona fide ability grouping used

1
See, e.g., Scott v. Winston-Salem/Forsyth County Board of Educa-

tion, Civil Action No. C-174-WS-68 (M.D.N.C. 1973)

2
20 U.S.C. § 1603 (1974).
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as a standard pedagogical practice.' The criteria for determining

whether the grouping is bona fide are whether it is (1) based

on nondiscriminatory, objective standards of measurement which are

educationally relevant to the purposes of such grouping; (2) deter-

mined by the nondiscriminatory application of standards and main-

tained for only as long in the school day as is necessary; (3) de-

signed to meet the special needs of students in each group'and to

improve student achievement in lower groups by specially developed

curricula, specially trained personnel, and periodic retesting for

promotion; and (4) validated by test scores or other reliable ob-

jective evidence indicating the educational benefits of such group-

ing.2 These regulations have been upheld by the courts.3

To determine whether ability grouping in a school system is

beneficial or detrimental to students, HEW compares the achievement

gain or loss for students in the low group with the achievement

gain or loss for students in other sections -- middle, high, etc.

of the same grade at the same school. If, for example, the slow

group at a particmlar school ranked at the thirtieth percentile Wm

compared with the-national norms at the third grade and ranked a=

the fifteenth percentile when tested at the fifth grade, while tie.

middle group at-the same school ranked at the fiftieth percentil

in both third and fifth grades, then the grouping has not resulted

in equal educational benefit for the two groups.

Few, if any, Southern school systr_ls with racially identifiable

classes have been able to sustain the burden of showing that their

grouping is bona fide. Although less than one fourth of the South-

ern systems having racial minorities apply for ESAA funding and

fewer than ten percent receive such funds, the regulations have had

some impact. Under this program, HEW has stated that it has caused

the reassignment of pupils out of racially identifiable classrooms

1
45 C.F.R. § 185.43(c).

2 Ibid.

3
Board of Education of Cincinnati V. Department of H.E.W., 396

F.Supp. 203 (1975).
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in about 140 Southern school systems to date. However, nkmly of the

school systems misusing ability grouping have declined to apply for

the funds to avoid becoming entangled in civil rights compliance

problems in the first place.

In school systems which do apply for or receive ESAA-funds,

the regulations are very helpful, because parents or citizehi'in

these systems can write HEW asking the federal agency to investigate

any systemwide abuses. If HEW does decide to investigate, then the

school system can be required to furnish detailed information not

readily available to citizen groups and the bulk of the technical

work of analysis is borne by HEW equal opportunity specialists. The

federal agency findings may form a basis upon which subsequent liti-

gation may be initiated should HEW be unsuccessful in remedying the

problem with the local system. HEW findings in the form of letters

of ineliudbil±ty or noncompliance, and often backup documents, can

be securenUfrom HEW under the T±eedom of Information Act.
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APPENDIX A

PREVALENCE OF ABILITY GROUPING ACROSS THE SOUTH

How frequent is the utilization of ability grouping across the

South and to what extent does it result in racially identifiable

classes in Southern schools? These are:two questions the Southern

Regional Council sought to answer by reviewing data submitted to

the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) by local

scbool systems during the 1973-74 school year.

Data on the school systemssof seven-of the eleven Old Confed-

erate ii-LL.es_are available at the Regiop IV Office for Civil Rights

of HEW in Atlanta. These seven states -- Alabama, Florida, Georgia,

Nississimi, North Carolina, Sauth Carolina, and Tennessee have

approxi=ely 937 school systems and enroll about 6.5 millian.stu-

dents, of:whom about 2 million= 31 percenCareblack, about 84,000

orl percentare Spanish American, and 18,000 or .25 percent are

Native American.

Each year school systems receiving federal funds from HEW must

submit to the agency what are callQd 101 and 102 forms. The forms

are filled out by the local systems themselves and list such infor-

mation as districtwide and school-by-school enrollment figures by

race and special figures on racial composition of classes of sample

grades.

The data for the 1973-74.school year were reviewed to deter-

mine all schools in each system that local administrators marked as

utilizing any form of ability grouping of students as part of the

regular schoca program. The data were reviewed, in addition, to

determine all schools in each system where pupil assignment within

the school caused racially identifiable classes. A racially identi-

fiable class is one in which the racial composition of the class

varies more than t 20 percent from the racial composition of the

grade at that school. For example, if grade 4 at Smithville Elemen-

tary School is 50 perCent black, then to be racially identifiable,
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one or more classes in that grade would have to be less than 30 per-

cent black or more than 70 percent black.

Several general conclusions can be drawn from-the data reviewed.

First, across the region .roughly tuu out of every three districts

have racially identifiable classes in one or more schools. Secondly,

seven out of every ten districts themselves state that they use

ability grouping as a means of-placing students. Of those districts

that do use ability grouping, seven out of every ten also have ra-

cially identifiable classrooms.
. With the exception of Mississippi,

less than one out of every ten_districts having schools with racial-

lyidentifiable classes do not use ability grouping.

Mbre specifically, here is_a descriptive statistical breakdown

by state:

ALABAMA

Of the 124 systems in Aldbama, 68 or 55% have racially identi-
fiable classrooms in one or more schools. Ninety-three or
75% of all districts claim to use ability grouping. Sixty-
three percent of those 93 have racially identifiable class-
rooms in one or more schools. Only 13% of the 68 districts
wtth racially identifiable classrooms do not use ability
grouping.

FLORIDA

Of the 67 systems in Florida, 38 or 87% have racially identi-
fiable classrooms in one or more schools. Fifty-five or 82%
of the systems claim to use ability grouping. Ninety-six per-
cent of those 55 districts have racially identifiable class-
rooms in one or more schools. Only 9% of the 58 districts
with racially identifiable classes do not use ability grouping.

_11.!.21)

GEORGIA

Of the 188 systems in Georgia, 134 or 71% have racially iden-
tifiable classrooms in one or more schools. One hundred forty-
three or 76% of the systems claim to use ability grouping.
Eighty-three percent of those 143 districts using ability
grouping have racially identifiable classrooms in one or more
schools. Only 11% of the 134 districts with racially identi-
fiable classes do not use ability grouping.
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MISSISSIPPI

Of-the 158 systens in the state, 90 or 57% have racially
identifiable cmqssroons in-one or more schodis. One hundred
five or 66% ofthe systems use abilit77grouping. The percent-
age of those 105 systems using ability-grouping and having
racially identifiable classrooms in ane or more sChools cafid
not be determined. The percentage of-those 90 systems witt:
racially identifiable classrooms not using -ability.groupiw
could not be determined.

NORTH CAROLINA

Of the 159 systems in the state, 99 or 62% have racially ficen-
tifiable classrooms in one or more schools. Ninety-nine cr
62% of the systems use ability grouping. Ninety-three per-
cent of those 99 systems using,ability grouping have racial-
ly identifiable classrooms in one or more schools. Only -%
of the 99 districts with racially identifiable classes do nut
use ability grouping.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Of the 94 systems in the state, 80 or 85% have racially iden-
tifiable classrooms in one or more schools, Serezzy-twc or
77% of the systems use ability grouping ze havered percent
of those 72 systems wsing ability groupfng have racially iden-
tifiable classrooms in one ornore schodls- Only 10% of the
80 districts with racially identifiable:csses do not use
ability grouping.

TENNESSEE

Of the 147 systems in the state, only 71 were surveyed. OCR
has not continued to require data from districts with no mi-
nority student enrollment. Of those 71, 39 or SS% have raciaIl7
ly identifiable classrooms in one or more schootn. Forty-six
or 69% use ability grouping. Eighty-three percent-of those
46 systeMs using ability grouping have racially identifiable
classrooms in one or more schools. Only 7% of the 39 districts
with racially identifiable classes do not use ability grouping.

In short, there seems to be a definite relatiomhip between

the prevalence of ability grouping and the prevalence of racially

identifiable classrooms in Southern schools.

There are certain limitations, however, that must be placed

on this conclusion. First, the data do not address themselves to
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the correlations between schools that ability,group and schools where

racially identifiable classrooms exist. Rather the statistical de-

scriptions show only correlations between systems with these char-

acteristics. It is often the case that the practice of ability

grouping is not districtwide.and often the case that the existence

of racially identifiable classrooms is not systemwide. In a rare

instance, within a single system, one or more of the schools may

use ability grouping without having racially identifiable clasp-

roams and other schools may have racially identifiable classroOmS

but no ability grouping.

Secondly, ability grouping at the high school level resulting

in racially identifiable classrooms may be explained in some cases

because instruction is departmentalized and student interest in

course selection may occasionally split along racial lines for cer-

tain electives. Only in the required subjects like English, Ameri-

can history, and pivsical education can it be determined whether

such grouping is racial. Unfortunately, the 1973,74 HEW data do

not single out required courses from electives and it is sometimes

not possible to distinguish a legitimate natural grouping situation

fram an illegitimately engineered one.

REFERENCE

Mills, Roger. "Testing, Ability Grouping, and School Desegrega-
tic:in," Paper presented at the Southeastern Invitational Con-
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Knoxville, Tennessee, December 7, 1974.
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APPEND I X B

ERICERIC CLEARINGHOUSE ON TESTS, MEASUREMENT, & EVALUATION
EDUCATIONAL TESTING SERVICE, PRINCETON, NEW JERSEY 08540

Conducted by Educational Testing Service in Association with Rutgers University Graduate School of Education

TM REPORT 3

ABILITY GROUPING:
STATUS, IMPACT, AND ALTERNATIVES

Miriam M. Bryan

How widespread is the use of ability grouping in the public
achooh of the United States? To what extent do tests
represent an Integral feature of ability grouping plans? What
are the effects of ability grouping on the scholastic achieve-
ment and on the personal and social development of
students so grouped? Is ability, grouping likely to result in
ethnic and socioeconomic separation within the school?
What have test publishers done to determine and/or ensure
the usefulness and the fairness of their tests for students
who are culturally different? What have researchers
reported concerning the reliability and validity of tests they
have used with the disadvantaged student? What are some
of the alternative strategies to ability grouping that have
proved to be effective in the improvement of instruction?

These questions were among many to which answers were
sough: by a group of specialists tri educational measurement
commissioned in late 1969 by the U.S. Office of Education
to study the status of ability grouping in American public
schools and its impact upon the academic and affective
development of school children (Findley and Bryan, 1971).

Ability grouping, as defined in that study, is "the practice
of organizing classroom groups in a graded school to put
logether children of a given age and grade who have most
nearly the same standing on measures or judgments of
learning achievement or capability." Grouping and regroup-
ing within a classroom for instruction in particular subjects
is not considered to be ability grouping in the sense of this
ckfinition.

Ability grouping has been a topic of debate for more than
half a century. The issue has, however, been brought into
sharper focus during the last several years by three develop-
ments: (1) the launching of Sputnik and the consequent
emphasis on special education for students with superior
capabilitie3 to meet the need for highly trained scientists;
(2) increased attention to special education for the
mentally and physically handicapped; and (3) emerging
concern for equality of educational opportunity for all
children, with obvious implications for the improvement
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and enhancement of that opportunity for those children to
whom it has previously been denied.

In spite of the admission that homogeneous grouping by
ability across the subjects of the school curriculum is
impossible and in spite of conflicting evidence gathercd
over the years as to the benefits of ability grouping, such
grouping is widely practiced in the nation's public schools.
While grouping occurs in school districts of all sizes, it is
especially characteristic of larger school systems; and while
done at all grade levels, it is more common in the higher
grades than in the lower grades. There is proportionately
more grouping in the Northeast and Middle West than in
other 'arta of the country.

While a relatively small proportion of schools rely on test
scores alone for ability grouping, virtually all ability
grouping plans depend on tests of aptitude and/or achieve.
ment as an integral feature. Findley and Bryan (1971)
found thri test scores alone constituted the basis for
grouping in 13 per cent of the school districts reporting,
but were among the multiple criteria reported by 82 per
cent. Other criteria included teacher, counselor, and/or
principal judgment, school grades, and student and/or
parent interest, or a combination of these.

Although ability grouping is widely approved by school
administrators and school teachers, opinion polls show that
an overwhelming number of teachers express preference for
average, mixed, or superior classroom groups over classes of
low ability, in which emotional disturbance and rebellious
behavior, as well as poor achievement, are likely to abound.
Research on "streaming" (ability grouping) in England's
schools indicates that the most detrimental effects occur in
"non-streamed" classes taught by "pro-streaming" teachers.
This generalization could apply equally well to American
sehools.

Early research studies on ability grouping were almost
entirely concerned with the effect of grouping on academic
achievement. While the evidence, then as now, was con-
flicting, the earlier studies more often than not reported

The Clearinghouse operates under contract with the U.S. Department of Health. Education and Welfare, Office of Education. Contactors are
encouraged to expreu freely their judgment in profeuional and technical matters. Points of view expressed within do not neceuazty, therefore,
represent the opinions or policy of any agency of the United States Government.
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pins by low grcups and losses by high groups when
compared with simUar students taught in hete:ogeneous

Mare recent Studies tend to show that separation
111113 01110 gioUps, when all children involved are con.
iidered, has no clear-cut positive or negative effect on
average academic achievement, and the slight trend toward
improving achievement in superior gtoups is counter-
balanced by poorer achievement in the average and low
groups, particularly the latter. One possible explanation for
this difference is that in the earlier period the prevailing
emphasis in instruction was on drill, with strong acadeniic
motivation accepied as a favorable but not a necessary
characteristic, while today both strong academic motivation
and academic achievement are emphasized; another is that
low-achieving groups contain far more children of minority
and low socioeconomic groups today than they did earlier,
when the comparisons were between groups within a
narrower range of ethnic and socioeconomic variation.

Research evidence regarding the effect of ability grouping
on the affective development of students has, until
recently, been very thin, perhaps because emotional and
social growth is more difficult to assess than intellectual
growth. As with the studies of impact on achievement,
there has been little uniformity among the findings
reported for the research studies that have been made.
However, much of the evidence, especially the more recent
evidence with ethnic and socioeconomic overtones,
supports the generalization that the effect of ability
grouping on the affective development of students is to
reinforce favorable self-concepts in those assigned to high
achievement groups and to reinforce unfavorable sell-
concepts in those assigned to low achievement groups. Low
self-concept operates against motivation for academic
achievement in all students, but especially among those
from minority groups and lower socioeconomic back-
grounds.

Most recently, researchers have become concerned with
the effect of 'ability grouping on ethnic and socioeconomic
separation. Here the evidence has been more conclusive.
Students from minority groups and from unfavorable socio-
economic backgrounds te d to score lower on tests and to
be judged lessaccomplished by teachers than students from
middle-class homes. To the extent that these students are
over-represented in low ability groups, then, they are being
made to suffer the unfavorable results of ability grouping.
A grouping plan which creates classes where disadvantaged
students are in the majority deprives them of the stimula-
tion of middle-class children as learning models and helpers,
and commonly produces poorer achievement on their part.
The greatest positive impact on the school learning of
disadvantaged children occurs when the proportion of
mfddle-class children in a group is highest.

Children of many minority groups come disproportion-
ately from lower socioeconomic backgrounds. The
disadvantages of their backgrounds are further compounded
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by language disabilities. For some of them, Englbh, in
which teaching and testing are generally done, is a "second
language"; for others, the language patterns differ markedly
from "standard American English." Language disabilities
not only have the direct effect of making learning more
difficult, but also have the indirect effect of lowering self-
concept because of frequent correction.

There have been no studies to date of the reliability and
validity of tests administered to culturally limited popula-
tions for the specific purpose of ability grouping. As a
matter of fact, until recently few publishers have studied
the general usefulness of their, tests with disadvantaged
students. Now systematic efforts are being made by test
publishers and research agencies to review present test
offerings and to introduce new emphases to meet the
particular problem of assessing the capabilities and achieve-
ment of the disadvantaged group.

The research that has been done to date shows that
standardized aptitude tests, as they are currently con-
structed, are no less reliable for disadvantaged students than
they are for others. They do, however, tend to overpredict
for the disadvantaged group; that is, the disadvantaged
student may not perform subsequently as successfully as his
tests scores indicate that he should. The same findings, in a
slightly more limited way, apply also to standardized
achievement tests. This is not to say that certain items in a
standardized test may be more easily answered by students
of one culture than by those of another, but, rather, that
minority students who select the intended responses do not
always.perform up to expectations. The evidence that tests
standardized on other populations tend to overpredict the
subsequent performance of di-advantaged students and,
hence, are not unfair to them, is less than comforting. The
challenge is to develop ways of describing learning progress
directly rather than to settle for measures that are "fair"
only in the sense that they reflect "fairly" the results of
educational disadvantages.

Generally speaking, researchers are not studying or trying
out and eviduating tests. They are studying other matters
and, with few expections, accept uncritically the standard-
ized test and/or use it as the best available instrument at
hand. In the search of the literature concerning the use of
tests in ability grouping and, espechdly, with the use of
tests with the culturally deprived, several misuses of tests
were noted. Among these, the following should be
mentioned: (1) assuming that a test designed for students
of a given age or of an estimated ability level can be used
indiscriminately with students of different ages and/or
experiences; (2) modifying the test in some material
respect, but still applying'the regular norms (for example,
changing items or answers because of local circumstances;
or translating the entire test into another language); (3)
testing so early in preschool programs that culturally
deprived children are not even ready to manipulate the test
materials; (4) testing so early in preschool programs that
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there is no opportunity for children with limited back-
grounds to "learn" the abilities tested; (5) using tests
written in standard American English, with heavy emphasis
on vocabulary, for students for whom this is s second
language or who speak in a particular dialectic style; (6)
testing very small numbers of students over a very short
period of time; (7) failing to follow through for two, three,
or four years or more; (8) interpreting scores of individual
students on- short subtests when reliability estimates make
It Impossible to trust Luch interpretations; (9) treating
different measures of learning ability as though the results
on them were comparable; and (10) attaching the same
importance to predictive validity without intervention (in
tile form of compensatory training) as with it.

The research concerned with ability grouping and with
the procedures for the use of tests in grouping students for
learning has provided only limited information. The design
for the research procedures, the selection of tests, and the
interpretation of test results have frequently been question-
able. Most important, the research has produced incon-
clusive and conflicting results. This applies equally to the
research findings concerning the advantages and dis-
advantages of ability grouping and to those regarding either
the validity of currently available tests for use with
Culturally limited students or the validity of the interpreta-
tions of the test results for such students.

lf, then, present ability grouping practices seem
inadequate, what alternative strategies are there? The six
suggestions that follow do not exhaust all possible alterna-
tives, but they are judged to be the most.promising for the
promotion of learning:

I, Individualized Instruction. There are almost as many
definitions of individualized instruction as there are
"authorities" defining the term. It is thought of here as
Instruction of the individual student, once his character-
istics have been defined, by the prescription of
sequences of learning experiences leading to the Mastery
of basic skills and structural knowledge.

2, Hetzaugerteous grouping. This involves the putting
together, in unselective fashion, of students who may
vary extensively in age, experience, and knowledge and
may; therefore, have opportunities to learn frorn one
another that are not always provided by homogeneous
grouping. Heterogeneous grouping of this kind is
prrcticed in the nongraded school.

3. Stratified heterogeneous grouping. Grouping of this
kindnotably the Baltimore plan of stratified hetero-
geneous grouping by tenstakes into account the
concern for curtailing extreme heterogeneity, while
allowing for enough diversity to give leadership
opportunities In each class and avoiding the concentra-
tion of defeated and stigmatized students in a low group
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almost impossible to inspire or teach. In the Baltimore
plan, 90 students ranked in order of excellence.on some
compositea standardized test battery, for exampleare
then subdivided into nine groups of ten each. Teacher A
is given a class consisting of the highest or first 10. the
fourth 10, and the seventh 10; Teacher B has the
second, fifth, and eighth lens; and Teacher C has the
third, the sixth, and the ninth tens. In this kind of
grouping there is no top or bottom section; each class
has a narrower range than the full 90 students have;
teachers can give attention where it is needed without
feeling that there are extremes whose needs are not
being met; no teacher has to teach a class of disruptive
children who lack both motivation and capability,

4. Team teaching. Several different models for team
teaching have been developed. Each Model embraces the
concepts of individualized instruction, mastery, and
differentiated staff working under the leadership of
coordinating master teachers. students who nerd to
learn the same tasks may work in groups assigned to a
designated teacher for the purpose of learning the
special tasks. The grouping is informal, ad hoc, and of
short duration. Such grouping promotes the effective
utilization of the personnel and resources, and increascd
learning by the individual student, without the
detrimental effects of homogeneous grouping.

5. Student tutoring. In student tutoring plans, top students
within a class may help those having difficulty with
various subjects; or older children May be "imported,"
and perhaps paid, to tutor younger children who are
having difficulty in learning the basic skills, Such
tutoring works to the advantage of both groups of
students. In fact, tutors who were themselves academ-
ically retarded have been found to Pin even more than
the tutored.

6. Early childhood education. Such education applies to
the provision of opportunities for ail children, especially
those in need of compensatory education, to enjoy
intellectual stimulation in a supportive emotional
climate, at least from kindergarten at age five and some-

ompetewhat earlier when possible. C nce generated by
the nature of early stimulation should increase the
readiness of the children to participate in the con-
ventional schooling of the primary grades.

Taken together, these alternative strategies constitute a
constructive challenge to the uncertain advantages and the
harmful effects of ability grouping on academic achieve.
ment, affective development, and the ethnic and socio-
economic separation of children. In each of them, tests and
other evaluative measures may be tWd constrUctivcly if
they are used with care and caution.
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In conclusion, the following reconunendations are
offered: (1) Ability grouping, as defined. should not be
wed; however, flexible grouping within classes may be used
to advantage when the information gained by testing and/or
obsetvation is the first step in a program of diagnosis and
individualized instruction. (2) In any grouping plan, pro-
vision should be made, as part of the instructional program,
fo frequent review of each student's grouping status. (3)
Alternative strategies for ability grouping should be
explored and exploited for their usefulness in promoting
learning. (4) Favorable self-concept should be a goal In
Itself, but it is also a supportive factor in learning. An
attitude of firm confidence and hope by the teacher,
fundamental to effective learning, should be conveyed to
every student. (5) Teacher training should include an
emphasis on welcoming diversity in children, especially
with regard to language and customs of minority groups,
and on teaching children to prize it in each other. (6)

Finally, steps should be taken as early as possible in each
local situation to promote unitary school populations in
each district and in each Classroom. Action to improve
instruction by any of the alternative strategies tp abdity
grouping will be effective in proportion to the extent to
which they can be applied before a district or city has
become almost completely an ethnic and/or a soda
economically 'limited poPUlation.
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APPENDIX C

DESCRIPTIONS OF TESTS CMONOMLY USED IN ABILITY GROUPING

with Criticat Comments on Each

Despite the favorable comments on the characteristics of Zany of

nklny of these tests, no one of them should be used as the sole cri-

terion for general ability grouping.

MENTAL ABILITY (OR INTELLIGENCE) TESTS

Cooperative Preschool Inventory. Educational Testing Service, Re-
vised, 15'70.

Age LeVele: 3-6 (1 form)

Content: items measure achievement in areas necessafY for
success in School: the child's knowledge of his personal world
and his ability to follow verbal instructions; his knowledge of
time sequences, locational associations, and characteristics of cer-
tain social roles; his familiarity with basic numerical Concepts,
judgments o "More or less," knowledge of positional relationships;
and metric Shapes, size, speed, weight, and color.

Raw ScOPee: Total score only

Derived Scores: Percentile ranks at six-month intervals for
children age 3-0 to 6-11

Norming: Based on children in 11 Head Start centers that in-
cluded whites, blacks, Mexican-Americans, Polynesians, aad other mi-
nority groups; data are reported for those children tested in
English. La addition to national norms for children of middle and
low socioeconomic status, there are regional norms.

Reliab-ity: Estimated internal consistency reliabilities for
various age groups range from .86 to .92, sufficiently high for in-
dividual asSessment at the ages for which the Inventory iS intended.
The standard error of measurement for the age groups varies from 3.1
to 3.9.

ValiditY: Concurrent validity coefficients based on 1,476 sub-
jects taking the Stanford-Binet during the standardization range
from .39 at age 3 to .65 at age 5.

Comment: The Invento is not culture-free. One of its aims is
to permit educators to assess t e e.ree of disa vantag....S.Lj:I.L122A
on enterin SC 001 SO t at in icat-. .e iciencies ma be overcome.
The Inventory ma also seuse. to ellionstraIe_c_linges_asiale_
with educational e serlences. It wai-OrikinallyileSig6gdei the
sponsors ip 0 t e 0 ice o Economic Opportunity for use in the
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Head Start program and is recommended for use in this and other pre-
school programs. The Inventory is individually administered and
-STETabe followed up with individualized instruction.

Coo erative School and Colle Abili Tests SCAT Series II.
E ucatio esting Service,

Grade Levels: 4-14 (4 levels, 2 parallel forms per level)

Raw Scores: 3 scores -- verbal, quantitative, and total

Derived Scores: Converted scores, percentile ranks, and per-
centile bands

Norming: Standardization was done on a sample made up of a
small number of students in a large number of schools repre$enting
systems of various sizes and different geographic locations.

Reliability: Internal consistency estimates range from the
upper .80s to the middle .90s; however, since the subtests are rath-
er speeded, these estimates may be

Validity: Validity evidence compares favorably with that re-
ported for other intelligence tests. Average validity coefficients
between total score and school grades range from .59 to .68.

Comment: These are good instruments for obtaining_gross group
measures. They should-not be used for individual assessment.

The Henmon-Nelson Tests of Mental Ability. Houghton Mifflin Com-
pany, 1973 Revision.

Grade Levels: K-12 (4 levels, 2 parallel forms per level)

Content: Primary Battery listening, picture vocabulary,
size and number tests. bpper levels 90 items of ten different
types, all verbal and quantitative in nature, but more verbal than
quantitative

Raw Scores: Total score only

Derived Scores: BLAge -- deviation IQs (DIQs), stanines, and
percentile ranks of DIQs. By Grade -- stanines and percentile ranks
of raw scores

Rorming: The tests were standardized on a national sample that
included communities of different sizes and different socioeconomic
levels. suburban schools were all repre-
sented in-fEE-710-a-T-nb-iFeElal information is given as to the ex-
tent of-the participation of minority groups in the standardization
sample. For the rima batte however, correlation coefficients
are reporte or lrst-gra e c 1 ren rom isa vantage an
nondisadvantaged backFounds.

Reliability: Split-half reliabilities for upper level tests are
high (.93 to .96). However, since the tests are timed, these esti-
mates may be spuriously high.
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Validity: Content validity evidence is convincing. Criterion-
related validity evidence shows correlations between scores on tests
at all levels with the various subtests in the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills ranging from .49 to .71 for the primary battery and from .80
to .86 for the upper levels. The primary battery correlates only
reasonably high (.57+) with other ability tests designed for this
level.

Comment: The primary battery is designed to measure the verbal
and quantitative skills important in assessing readiness for school
work. The influence of reading skills on test performance is com-
pletely eliminated; instructions and questions are presented orally
by the examiner, and students respond to questions by marking appro-
priate pictures or symbols in their test booklets. All levels of the
test seem suitable for obtainin: 0 measures. LiE-111.-Tf-estso
t eir type, owever, t eir use s cols not resu t ermanent group-
ing.

Lprge-Thorndike Intelligence Tests. Houghton Mifflin Company,
1954-1966.

Grade Levels: K-13 (2 parallel forms for each of 10 levels)

Content: Verbal Battery -- vocabulary, sentence completion,
arithmetic reasoning, verbal classification, and verbal analogy.
Nonverbal Battery -- pictorial classification, numerical relation-
Ships, and pictorial analogy

Raw Scores: Total score on each battery

Derived Scores: Verbal and nonverbal IQs, composite (average
of V and NV), verbal age and nonverbal age equivalents, verbal and
nonverbal grade equivalents, verbal and nonverbal grade percentiles.
All IQs are deviation IQs (DIQs) with a mean of 100 and a standard
deviation of 16.

Norming: Based on approximately 19,000 students per grade for
grades 3-12 from communities across the United States stratified on
size, family income, and median eduGation of adults in the commu-
nity

Reliability: Alternate forms estimates range from .83 to .94
for the verbal battery and from .80 to .92 for the nonverbal bat-
tery. Split-half reliabilities are all above .90. Standard errors
of measurement range from 2.4 to 6.1 DIQs. The scores appear to be
quite stable, correlations between scores obtained a year apart
ranging from .52 to .88, and from .49 to .55 after a three-year dif-
ference.

Validity: Descriptive evidence demonstrates high content valid-
ity for the tests. Correlations with the-verbal battery and the
subtests of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills range from .72 to .84;
the nonverbal battery correlations run lower (.57 to .68). Corre-
lations between the Lorge-Thorndike and average grades two years
later range from .39 (nonverbal) to .56 (verbal). Correlations
with other well-known intelligence tests range from the low ,60s to
tz.z middle .80s.
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Comment: The tests are int-mded to be measures of abstract in-
telligence defined as "the ability to use and interpret symbols."
TWo of the major assets of the norming procedure are that (1) the
norms ave comparable from grade to grade and (2) the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills and the Tests of Academic Progress were normed on the
same school systems, thus providing the opportunity to compare in-
telligence and achievement 5cores. The tests should be classified
as standing high among the better measures of their kind; the de-
cision to be made by the te5t user is whether the tests are suitable
for use with his particular student population.

Otis-Lennon Mental Ability Test. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1970.

Grade Levels: K-12 (6 levels, 2 parallel forms per level)

Content: Pictorial/geometric classification, pictorial/geomet-
ric.analogies, following directions, quantitative reasoning, picture
vocabulary, and general information

Raw Scores: Total score only

Derived Scores: By Age -- deviation IQs (DIQs), percentile
ranks, stanines, and mental age equivalents (for three lower lev-
elS). By Grade percentile ranks and stanines

Norming: Based on roughly 200,000 students in 117 school sys-
tems from all 50 states, selected to be representative of the entire
United States educational system. School systems were stratified on
the basis of (1) enrollment, (2) public, private, church-related,
(3) socioeconomic index, and (4) geographic region.

Reliability: Median alternate forms reliability was .92; median
split-half reliability, .95; median internal consistency reliabil-
ty, .94. Median correlation between scores on the test administered
one year apart was .87. Standard errors of measurement in DIQ
points averaged about 6.0 for ages S to 9 and about 4.3 for ages 10
through 17.

Validity: Content validity evidence is demonstrated by items
and item types; criterion-related validity evidence shows correla-
tions generally in the .70s between the Otis-Lennon and achievement
tests and school grades; construct validity evidence shows correla-
tions ranging from .70 to 90 between the Otis-Lennon and readinesS
and differential aptitude tests.

Comment: The authors stress the fact that the tests do not
measure innate capacity an
across time. They clearly state that t e assessment o mental abil-
ity rests upon the basic ass9mptions that all students bave.had
equal opportunity to learn the t es orthin s included in the tests
and are egually motivate w 11e ta in t e test. ey rea ily a it
fEt these assumptions may not o. for c ildren who have been se-
ere1y culturally deprive ey s oul , there ore, not

with such chilcfren.

lat test scores can an
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PodPictuesteabbla. American Guidance Service, 1959-70.

Age Levels; 2.5-18 (2 parallel-forms)

Content: 150 test plates, each with 4 numbered pictures; e.-7am-
iner reads a stimulus word and the subject responds by pointing to,
giving the number of, or otherwise indicating the Picture best il-
lustrating the word.

Raw Scores: Total score only

Derived Scores: Percentile ranks, mental ages, and deviation
IQ15 (blQs) with a mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. Be-
cause the publisher uses 6-month (through 5 years) and 12-month
chronological age classifications rather than smaller intervals,
there are big "jumps" in the IQ table.

Norming: Standardization was based entirely on 4,012 white
chdldren and youth in and around Nashville, Tennessee.

Peliabiiity: Alternate form estimates range from .67 at the
6-year-o1d level to .84 at the 17- and 18-year-old levels.

Validity: Although several validity studies are mentioned in
the eXaminer's manual, the author states that "all of the statisti-
cal validity on the test are (sic) limited and preliminary."

Comment: The test is of moderate reliability and largely un-
establi shed validity. Considerable caution needs to be used in
inte .retin the norms e .ecia in communities 0 er 'ash-
vil e. 1 e t test cou pro.a. .e us-. as a uick estimate of
inte li.ence or norma w ite 1 en t e .. is 1ai e
lea5t satis acto inte i ence test among_2serEney.ILL_certi

oo -- an it s itt e to recommend-itE47W76-ud-eliWanOrity

E125'.-

READINESS TEsTS

Gate5-MacGinicie Reading Tests: Readiness Skills. Teachers College
1-5F-6-5-57-1969.

Grade LeveZs: K-1 (1 form)

RaW Scores: 9 scores -- listening comprehension, auditlry dis-
crimination, visual discrimination, following directions letter
recogn ition, visual-auditory coordination, auditory blending, word
recognition, and total (all preferably weighted)

Derived Scores: Standard scores and percentile ranks

Norming: No information is given about the normative sample
other than to describe it as being nationwide, consisting of 'ap-
proximately 4500 children in 35 communities. . . carefully selected
on the basis of size, geographic location, average educational lev-
el, and family income."

6 I
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Reliability: Reasonably satisfactory reliabilities
for the subtests aut the reliability of the total score
giving the impression that performance on the various su
the critical factor rather than performance on the test
This is contrary to usual professional thinking.

Validity: CoTrelations between total readiness scores obtained
in October and vocabulary and comprehension scores on the Gates-
MacGinitie Reading Test taken the following May are reported as .60
and .59, respectively. Presumably, then, the test has good predict-
ive validity; however, no help is given to users in interpreting
performance from a predictive point of view.

Comment: This is a very long test (2 hours in administration
time, longer than that of any other readiness test); the relative
merits of the longer testing time are for the user to decide. It is
unfortunate that the authors never do explain exactly what the test
is designed to measure nor do they provide completely adequate in-
terpretative data for test results. The
ing children within beginning readinCEIFF-grEgFPE-AW-156-d?&31

are reported
is not,
btests is
as a whole.

or grouping c dren genera Y.

Metropolitan Readiness Tests. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc.,
1965-69.

Grade LeveZs: K-1 (2 parallel forms)

Raw Scores: 7 scores -- word meaning, listening, matching,
alphabet (knowledge of lower-case letters), numbers, copying, and
total; Draw-a-Nan is optional.

Derived Scores: Percentile ranks and stanines. Scores are also
expressed in terms of five-level readiness status ratings.

Norming: Although considerable information is provided about
the nature of the standardization group, it is not clear how repre-
sentative this group is of first-grade students as a whole. How-
ever, the.authors make a strong case for underplaying the impor-
tance of national norms for predictive validity, stressing instead
the relationship between an obtained readinesF score and later
achievement.

Reliability: Reliability data, computed by both split-half
and alternate form techniques, are generally above .90 for total
score; subtest reliabilities range from .50 to .86. The authors
downplay the usefulness of subtest scores because of the relatively
low reliabilities.

Validity: The authors describe the validity OT the test by
showing the relevance of the content; by demonstrating the testes
relationship with other measures of school readiness like the
MUrphy-Durrell Reading Readiness Analysis, and by relating success
on the MRT with performance on the Stanford Achievement Test: Read-
ing for first-grade students at each of the five readiness levels.

Comment: These tests appep- to measure abilities commonly be-
lieved to be associated with early school learning. Unusually
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specific information is provided concerning the instructional signi-
ficance of the test results. While the tests should not be used for
permanent class grotngj they can be very usefial in determining
programs for indivilb lized instruction with small groups within the
classroom.

Lee-Clark Reading Readiness Test. California Test Bureau, Revised
1962.

Grade Levels: K-1 (1 form)

Raw Scores: 4 scores -- letter symbols, concepts, word symbols,
and total

Dsrived Scores: Percentile ranks and grade equivalent scores

Norming: Based on two different populations (normal and above-
normal intelligence), resulting in some problems in score interpre-
tation. Norms for entering first-graders and end-of-year kinder-
garten students are based on different but unspecified-populations.

1W-1:ability: Split-half reljability estimates based on 170
first-graders range from .87 to .96; however, since the subtests are
timed, these estimates should be interpreted cautiously.

Validity: Predictive validity estimates are in the .40s and
.50s.

Comment: This test should serve as a good screening device and
provide a fairly gross reasure for initial, but temporary, grouping
purposes within reading classes. It is not a valid diagnostic test
even though the test authors recommend its use for diagnostic pur-
poses.

ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

California Achievement Tests. California Test Bureau, 1970 Edition.

Grade Levels: 1.5-12 (5 levels, 1 form)

Raw Scores: 11 or 12 scores -- reading (vocabulary, comprehen-
sion, total), mathematics (computation concepts and problems, to-
tal), language (auding [lowest level only], mechanics, usage and
structure, total), (spelling scored separately from other language
subtests), and composite score

Derived Scores: Grade placement scores, percentile ranks, stan-
dard scores, stanines

Norming: The standardization was done jointly with the Short
Form Test of Academic Aptitude on a sample of approximately 203,684
students. A stratified random sample of school districts represented
all 50 states'grouped in seven geographic regions; small, vedium,
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and large districts; and urban, rural, town, and miscellaneous com-
munity types. A simple, random sample of schools from within each
district was selected; entire grades were tested in these schools.
Catholic schools were sampled separately.

Reliabitity: Numerous reliability coefficients are reported for
the various subtests at the various levels. Internal consistency
reliabilities for total subtest scores at the various levels range
from :85.to .96. Reliabilities estimated for the total scores for
all five levels are consistently high, either .96 or .97.

Validity: Content validity was stressed in the construction of
all subtests. Construct validity was studied by obtaining correla-
tions between the subtests of the California Achievement Tests and
those of other achievement batteries. While the correlations are
not reported, they are described as substantial.

Comment: The authors have attempted to develop a battery of
achievement-diagnostic tests. However, using scores on these '...ests
or their subtests for diagnostic u osses is not recommended until
more ata on the relia ilit o test score i erences is availa le.
Subtests in readEi, arit i etic, an language s ouls se useful for
temporary grouping within the specific areas. Under no circumstan-
ces should the com osite score be used for ro ingb classes.

Co rehensive Tests of Basic Skills, Expanded Edition (L1BS/S).
Cali ornia Test Bureau, 1968-1973.

Grade Levels: K-13 (2 forms, 7 overlapping levels)

Raw Scores: 12 to 15 depending upon level reading (vocabu-
lary, comprehension, total), language (mechanics, expression, spel-
ling, total), arithmetic (computation, concepts, applications, to-
tal), and battery total. In addition to the three basic skills
which are common to all levels, batteries at each level from grades
1.5 to 12.9 contain subtests in science and social studies; bat-
teries at several levels from grades 2.5-12.9 cover reference skills
as.well; scores on these tests are not included in the total bat-
tery score.

.Derived Scores: Percentile ranks, stanines, and standard scores
for all levels; in addition, grade equivalents are reported for all
grade levels above 1.5. For several levels from grade 2.5 to grade
12.9 Anticipated Grade Equivalents and Anticipated Achievement Scale
Scores are reported.

Norming: Norms are based on a large national sample of students
in grades K-12 and include students in both private and public
schools.

Reliability: Internal consistency estimates for total score
range from .98 to .99. Information concerning the reliability of
the subtests at the various levels is not yet available.

Validity: Content validity was stressed in the test construc-
tion. To help eliminate cultural bias, approximately 20 percent of
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the pretest samples were blacks. It would be helpful to have some
data about concurrent and predictive validity.

Comment: Commendable features of the CTBS/S include (1) remov-
ing items that might have raciai or ethnic bias, (2) having the ex-
aminer read questions in several subtests at various levels aloud to
reduce the effects of reading ability, (3) providing a practice test
at the lower levels, and (4) emphasizing the higher mental processes
rather than the measurement of factual knowledge per se. The tests
are recommended for temporary within-classroom grouping in reading,
languagea_andarithmetic. Under no circumstances should the score
on the total battery be used for any kind of grouping.

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. MUltilevel Edition (Forms 5 and 6).
Houghton Mifflin Company, 1971.

Grade Level: 3-8/9 (2 forms)

Raw Scores: 15 scores -- vocabulary, reading comprehension,
language skiils (spelling, capitalization, punctuation, usage, to-
tal), work-study skills (map reading, reading graphs and tables,
knowledge and use of reference materials, total), mathematic skills
(mathematics concepts, mathematics problem solving, total), and com-
posite score

Derived Scores: Grade equivalents, age equivalents, and stan-
dard scores, with their own percentile ranks and stanines. Grade
equivalent conversion tables separately for each level and subtest,
and average grade equivalents for total language, total work-study
skills, total mathematics, and composite score are provided.

Norming: The standardization was very carefully done, the norms
group closely representing the national school population generally.
NOTMS are provided for individual students and for school averages.
National percentile norms for grade equivalents are given for the
beginning, middle, and end of school year, thus making it unneces-
sary for schools using the battery to restrict themselves to a sin-
gle testing period or to depend on extrapolation of between-testing
norms. Special grade equivalent norms are also provided for region-
al areas, Catholic schools, and large city groups. In addition, na-
tional percentile norms for age equivalents, for age groups, and for
standard scores are also available.

Reliability: Of the 84 reliability coefficients reported on the
subtests, only 6 are in the .70s; the others are in the .80s and
.90s. The composite score reliabilities are all .98. Standard
errors of measurement are reported for each grade for raw scores and
grade equivale;As.

Validity: Content validity was emphasized in the test construc-
tion, and the thoroughness with which it was done is a major
strength of the battery. Test users will find interpretive materi-
als related to the content very beneficial for planning remedial
instruction.

Comment: This is a thorough battery of tests designed to "pro-
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vide for comprehensive and continuous measurement of growth in
skills that are crucial to current day-to-day learning activities
as well as to fUture educational development." Subtest scores should
be useful for grouping within specific subject areas. The composite
score should not be used for grouping of any kind.

NOTE: Until. 1972 the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were desioned for
use in grades 3-8/9. Now a primary battery has been designed for
use in grades 1.7-3.5. This battery includes 15 subtests in listen-
ing, vocabulary, word analysis, reading comprehension, language
skills (spelling, capitalization, punctuation, usage), work-study
skills (maps/graphs and tables, references), and mathematics skills
(mathematics concepts, mathematics problems). It yields 15 svbtest
scores and a composite score. In all char7,cteristics, it resembles
the multilevel edition intended for upper grades.

Iowa Tests of Educational Development (ITED). Revised Edition.
Science Research-Associate, Inc., 1963.

Grade Levels: 9-12 (2 forms)

Raw Scores: 11 subtest scores, no total score understanding
of basic social concepts, general background in natural sciences,
correctness and appropriateness of expression, ability to do quanti-
tative thinking, interpretation of literary materials, general vo-
cabulary, and uses of sources of information

Derived Scorea: Standard scores and percentile ranks

Norming: Based on scores'of over 50,000 students in 136 school
systems in 39 states tested in the fall of 1962. The population of
the schools was stratified according to geographical location and
school size.

Reliability: The split-half reliabilities of the full-length
version of the tests range from .82 to .95, and from .83 to .96 for
the classroom version (all tests except use of sources of informa-
tion). Composite score reliabilities range as high as .99. The
probable error of any single standard score is approximately 1.2
points.

Validity: The authors discuss content, predictive, construct,
and concurrent validity, but unfortunately they do little more than
discuss them. Claims for other than content validity are not sub-
stantiated either by convincing data or in sufficient detail.

Comment: From a technical standpoint, the ITED appear to have
been well constructed. A valuable feature is the inclusion of pro-
files for high school students who have already graduated from col-
lege, with separate profiles provided for each major field for stu-
dents with A, B, and C averages. Expectancy tables have also been
developed so that one can predict scores on the tests in the Ameri-
can College Testing Program and the College Entrance Examination
Tests as well as probable success in college. The ITED were de-
signed, as the title indicates, as broad measures of general educa-
tional development. They were not intended to he used for grouping
purposes and should not be so used.
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Metropolitan Achievement Tests (MAT). Harcourt Brace Jovanovich,
Inc., 1970 Edition.

Grade Leve7,s: K-9.5 (6 levels, 2 forms)

Content: Primer (K-1.4) -- listening for sounds, reading,
numbers. Primary 1 (1.5-2.4Y -- reading (word knowledge, reading),
word analysis, mathematfEs (concepts, computation). Primary 2 (2.5-
3.4) -- reading (word knowledge, reading), word analysis, spelling,
mathematics (computation, concepts, problem solving). Elementary
(3.5-4.9) reading (word knowledge, reading), language, spelling,
mathematics (computation, concepts, problem solving). Intermediate
(5.0-6.9) -- same as for elementary level, plus science, social
studies. Advanced (7.9-9.5) -- same as for intermediate level

Raw Scores: 3 to 9 subtest scores, plus total reading and total
mathematics scores, depending upon level; no composite score

Derived Scores: Standard scores, percentile ranks, stanines,
grade equivalents

Norming: The major variables used in selecting and describing
the standardization group were (1) socioeconomic index -- based on
median family income and median years of schooling of persons over
age 24 in the sample communities, (2) size of community, (3) geo-
graphic region, (4) public vs. nonpublic system, (5) mental abili-
ty test scores. The characteristics of the Metropolitan standardi-
zation samples and the national population are highly comparable.
The battery was standardized at two separate times during the school
year, fall and spring. Approximately 7,000 students per grade took
each form of the test except for the Primer level, where the samples
were approximately 1,500 students per grade. A11 students in both
the fall and spring programs took the Otis-Lennon Mental Ability
Test in the fall so that directly comparable data would be available
for the two groups. As a result of an elaborate standardization
program, the standard scores provided for all forms and all levels
are on a common scale; percentile ranks and norms are provided for
end of kindergarten, middle of grade 1, beginning and end of grades
2 through 8, and beginning of grade 9; stanines and stanine norms
are provided for the beginning and end of each grade; and grade
equivalents are reported on a scale that extends from 1.0 to 9.9.

Retiability: Estimates of internal consistency reliability
(Kuder-Richardson 20) range from .85 for mathematics concepts at
thc Primary 2 level to .96 for at least nine subtests of various
types and subtest totals at levels beyond Primer; split-hzaf reli-
ability estimates range from .88 for mathematics computation at the
intermediate level to .97 for seven subtest and total Subtest Scores
from the Primary 1 battery on. Median Kuder-Richardson 21 estimates
of reliability range from .78 for mathematics computation for grade
5 to .96 for total reading for grade 3. The standard errors of mea-
surement range from 1.7 to 4.1 raw scores.

Vatidity: The authors of the battery discuss validity chiefly
in terms of content validity, which, of course, is most important in
any critical evaluation of an achievement battery. With regard to
the appropriateness of the tests for use at the local level, the
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authors rightly take the point of view that this is a matter to be
determined locally.

Comment: Without question, the Metropolitan Achievement Tests,
1970 Edition, constitute one of the finest achievement batteries
available. The scores on the various subtests can be useful in tem-
porary_grouping within the classroom; the fact that no composite
score is provided is a strong deterrent to the use of this battery
Ln ability grouping generally.

uential Tests of Educational Progress, Series II. Educational
Testing Service, 1971.

Grade LeveZs: 4-14 (4 levels, 2 forms)

Raw Scores: 7 scores for grades 4-12, 5 score for grades 13-
14, no total score English expression, reading, mechanics of
writing (spelling, capitalization, and punctuation), mathematics
computation, mathematics basic concepts, science, social studies.
The writing and mathematics computation tests are available for
grades 4-12 only.

Derived Scores: Converted scores, percentile ranks, percentile
bands, stanines

Norming: The major portion of the standardization program was
conducted in the spring, when the final forms were administered to
a nationwide sample of about 106,000 students in grades 3 through
12 and in grade 14. The college level tests had been administered
the previous fall to a nationwide sample of approximately 1,400 stu-
dents in grade 13 to obtain data for entering college freshmen. The
norms samples were quite closely representative of numbers and per-
centages of public elementary and secondary school students, of
Catholic students, and of college freshmen in the national popula-
tion. Both individual and school mean norms are provided.

Reliability: Two types of reliability estimates are provided:
internal consistency coefficients, computed using Kuder-Richardson
Formula 20, and parallel forms product-moment correlations. Of the
200 internal consistency coefficients for the two forms of the tests,
82 are .90 or higher; 93 are in the .85 to .39 range; and 25 are be-
low .85. For both forms, the greater number of lower reliabilities
are at grade 3, with mathematics basic concepts and spelling showing
up most poorly. In general, the size of the parallel forms correla-
tion coefficients'indicates that the parallel forms of each test
measure essentially similar competencies. Standard errors of mea-
surement for the individual test forms are relatively low.

VaZidity: Since STEP Series II was designed to assess developed
abilities in seven broad areas of education, the content validity of
the tests is of major importance. Test construction procedures set
up to ensure such validity were apparently effective.

Comment: STEP Series II, combined with the Cooperative Primary
Tests, provides continuous measurement from grade 1 through grade
14. While this is a good battery, each prospective test user
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should, before a decision is made to use it, examine the content of
each test in the battery in order to evaluate content validity with
respect to his own instructionalspractices. The battery is intended
for use in measurina grouPachievement, class, grade, sc ool.2_21:sys-
tem. It is not intended for use for_grouping purposes.

Achievement Series: SRA Achievement Survey. Science Research Asso-
ciates, l97T.

Grade Levels: 1-9 (5 levels -- two forms); Primary Edition (1-
2, 2-4 two overlapping levels); Multilevel Edition
8-9 three overlapping levels):'Blue Level, Grades 3-5; Green Lev-
el, Grades 5-7; Red Level, Grades 7-9.

Content: Primary Edition -- reading, language arts, mathemat-
ics. Multilevel Edition -- reading (comprehension, vocabularY), lan-
guage arts (usage, spelling), mathematics (concepts, computation),
social studies (optional), science (optional), use of sources op-
tional)

Raw Scores: Primary Edition -- 3 suhtest scores and composite
score, plus 28 (Primary I) or 30 (Primary 2) optional skill scores.
Multilevel Edition -- 9 subtest and subtest total scores, plUs com-
posite score; or 13 scores if optional tests are used, plus 40 op-
tional skill scores,

Derived Scores: Standard scores, grade equivalents, percentile
ranks, special percentiles, stanines, deciles, growth scale values

Norming: Approximately 156,000 students from 6,500 classrooms
in 816 schools in 220 school districts from nine geographical re-
gions and-eight classes of districts participated in the.standardi-
zation program. Numbers of students by grade ranged from 7,281 in
kindergarten to 17,880 at grade 5. In addition to national norms,
separate subgroup norms were set up for Title I students, large city
schools, nonpublic schools, high socioeconomic schools, and town/
rural schools.

Reliability: Knder-Richardson Formula 20 estimates of internal
consistency for subtests of the Primary Edition range from .92 to
.94, with most of the estimates in the high .80s or low .90s; com-
posite score estimates range from .95 to .97; for the Nbltilevel
Edition., estimates range from .79 to .94 for the separate subtests,
.from .87 to .96 for subtest totals, and from .96 to .98 for compos-
ite scores. Standard errors of measurement are given in both raw
score units and for derived scales.

Validity: The content of the battery was based on studies of
elementary school curricula, basal text series, and supplementary
teaching materials to identify objectives common tothe various
programs and to determine the grade level at which they were taught.
Curriculum specialists and SRA content experts suggested source
materials, recommended item writers, and provided assistance in the
writing of objectives.
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comment: SRA Assessment SUTVe is the title used by the pub-
lisher for the combination of the batteries described above and the
Iowa Tests of Educational Development to cover the grade range 1-12.
A feature of the SRA Assessment Survey is the provision of growth
scales, numeric scales,- one for each subject-matter area, that cover
student performance and provide continuous measurement in growth
scale values from grades 1-12, extremely useful to schools or school
districts interested in making longitudinal studies of progress in
learning. As with the other batteries reviewed here, subtest scores
May be hel Tul in te mora :r65-57-0.TEDTTI-76Coom; under no
circumstances s ouli composite scores se us-. or gruupin&by
classes.

Stanford Achievement Test. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc.z 1973
Revision.

Grade Levels: 1.5-13 (8 levels, 6 complete batteries for Pri-
mary through Advanced levels, and partial batteries for TASK I and
II (Test of Academic Skills); 2 forms of complete batteries, 3 forms
of TASK)

Content: Prima I (1.5-2.4) -- vocabulary, reading comprehen-
sion, word stu y skills, mafEaTaics concepts, mathematics computa-
tion, spelling, listening comprehension. Primaill./(ISILL)-- same
as Primary 1, plus mathematics applications, social science, sci-
ence. P.rimaly 3 (3.5-4.4), Intermediate I (4.5-5.4.) Intermediate
II (S.5-69) Priiiial-r2, plus languaie7-706anced (7-.5)
same as Intermediate II, excluding,word study skills, listening
comprehension. TASK I (9-10) and TASK,II (11-13) -- reading compre-
hension, mathematics concepts,jangUage

Raw Scores: All levels eNpept TASK report subtest scores, total
reading, total mathematics, and total battery scores; all levels ex-
cept Advancedand TASK report a total auditory score; TASK reports
reading, mathematics, and language scores, with no total score.

Derived ,'-'cores: Grade equivalents, percentile ranks, stanines,
and scaled scures; there are no norms for the scaled scores.

.Norming: For the Primary through the Advanced levels, a strat-
ified sample (109 school systems drawn from 43 states) provided over
275,000 students for three standardization programs (October and May
programs to reflect beginning-of-year and end-of-year performance
and, for Primary 1 and 2, a February program to reflect midyear
performance). The appropriate level of the Otis-Lennon Ability
Test was also administered to provide test users with a'means where-
by the achievement test score might be compared with intelligence.
For TASK separate norms for high school student5 by grade (8-12) and
junior/community college freshmen are based on an October testing of
46,491 students in grades 8-13 from 29 stateS.

Reliability: Reliability data are in the form of split-half
reliability coefficients, Kuder-Richardson estimates of internal'
consistency, and standard errors of measurement. The 75 split-half
coefficients range from .67 to .96, with all but six being above
.85. Standard errors of measixement range from 2.0 to 4.0 raw score

7 0



67

points. Of the 60 split-half and Kuder-Richardson coefficients re-
ported for each form and both levels of TASK, all are abeve .92.
The 30 standard errors of measurement range from 2.5 to

Validity: Both content and construct validity were stressed
during test development. A major goal of the authors was to Make
sure that the test content would be in harmony with present-day
school.objectives and would measure what is actually talight in to-
day's school. There is no evidence given of predictive validity.

Comment: A major advantage of this battery is that it provides
for a continuous measurement of skills, knowledge, and 0111derstanding
in basic school subjects from grades 1.5 through 13. Whlle the
Stanford is no deUbt one of the most carefully constructed tests
with respect to reflecting the curriculum in our public schools,
test users Must be cautious in their use of the Stanford as the sole
criterion of what should be taught in their classes. A5 _htitil_21-1tE
good achiemalt_batteriqsiscores on subtests ma be UsefUlin-fem-

ra o -writhin the classrooriis-TUaents s ou not, owever, be

Tests of AIic2grecadenPrss (TAP). Houghton Mifflin Company, 1964-72.

Grade Levels: 9-12 (I level, 3 forms)

Raw Scores: 7 scores social studies, composition, science,
reading, mathematics, literature, and total

Derived Scores: Standard scores and percentile ranKs

Normillg: Normative data for the TAP were obtained from a coor-
dinated standardization program that also involved the 10Wa Tests of
Basic Skills and the Lorge Thorndike Intelligence Tests, The samplc
used in establishing norms was selected so as to be representative
of public and parochial school students in the nation. Percentile
norms are provided for each grade for fall, midyear, and spring
testing. In addition, norms for school averages are available.

Reliability: Split-half reliability coefficients are mostly in
the high .80s or low .90s. No test-retest reliabilitieS are given;
it is likely that such coefficients would have been somewhat lower.

Validi,ty: The manuals for this test give little information on
validity. However; for each subtest, the teacher's manoal provides
rather extensive breakdown of the content covered by the items.

Comment: The wthors have been successful in develoPing items
that test a varietjr of cognitive abilities, with emphasis on such
higher order abilities as interpretation, comprehension, evaluation,
and application of principles and procedures rather thaa en recall
of information only. The authors have been wise to foals their
testing on six "basic skill" content areas, in which theY have at-
tempted to base items largely on the abilities that would be devel-
oped in relatively basic courses and to do little with the content
of advanced courses. If TAP is used with care and 'ud ent, these
instruments could prove very valuable in counselin an in assessing
the academic progress o a secon ary sc ool. TAP s oul
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ever aiy more than an of the other batteries reviewed, be used in
freiiiitient ability gro ing; t1iesibtest iaiii-g-gaira-SElli-laa-r5F

o in: wm in t_e c assroom ut un er no circumstances s darffie
composite score e use orgrouping y c.ass.

Wide-Range Achievement Test. Revised Edition. Guidance Associates
of Delaware, Inc., 1940-65.

Age Levels: 5.0-11.11, 12.0 and over (2 levels, 1 form)

Paw Scores: 3 subtest scores, no total score -- reading (recog-
nizing and pronouncing words), spelling (copying marks resembling
letters, writing the name, writing single words to dictation).
arithmetic (counting, reading number symbols, solving oral prub'tems,
performing written computations)

Derived Scores: Grade equivalents, standard scores, and percen-
tile ranks

Norming: The authors report that no attempt was made to obtain
a representative ilational sampling for norming purposes. No data
are provided concerning the samples but a brief comment is made that
an attempt was made to use IQs available from a variety of tests to
develop norms "that would correspond to the achievement of mentally
average groups with representative dispersions of scores above and
below the mean."

Reliability: The authors report questionably high split-half
reliability coefficients by one-year age groups. A low coefficient
of .981 out of 14 coefficients on the reading test makes all the co-
efficients suspect. Furthermore, all parts of the test are timed,
if not speeded, a feature that would cause one to discount the
startlingly high values that the authors report.

Validity: The authors cite 11 ways in which the test has re-
portedly been found of value as "an adjunct to tests of intelligence
and behavior adjustment"; however, no statistical evidence or re-
search studies are reported to support this claim.

0 Comment: This "achievement" test is a unique, individually ad-
ministered test. Careful examination of the materials leads one to
seriousl uestion wh the authors chose to label this an "ac ieve-
ment" test. Mile t e test might be a use
s dhOlo ist workin with eecialized cases

general sc ool use an s oule .e siscourage or suc

1 clinical tool or a
it is im ractical for

READING TESTS

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests. Teachers College Press, 1965-1972.

Grade LeveZs: 1-12 (7 levels, including one overlapping test for
grades 2.5-3; 2 or 3 Forms depending upon level)
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Content: Primary A, B, C (grades 1, 2, 3) -- vocabulary and
comprehension- Primary CS ( rades 2 :3737) -- speed and accuracy. Sur-
yeyik_E_.F (Gra es 4- spee 3r1 accuracy, vocabulary,
cornpreheiiiion

Scores: .Primary A, B C L- vocabulary, comprehension, and
totai. Primary CS speed and accuracy. Survey D, E, F speed and
accuracy, vociECrary, comprehension, and total. Tables are given to
interpret gain scores for either individual students or the whole
class.

Derived Scores: Grade equivalent scores, standard scores, and
percentile ranks

Norming: Separate norms correspond to different testing periods
used in the standardization -- October and May for Primary A and
October, February, and May for all other levels. No other descrip-
tive information is provided.

Reliability: Estimates computed by the alternate forms method
as well as by th split-half procedure, range from .67 to .94. In
the main, the estimates for the subtests are above .80, but some of
them are So low that extreme caution must be used in interpreting
subtest score differences. Information concerning the reliability
samples is lacking.

Validity: Validity evidence as such is not presented. While
the authors describe the population used to determine which items
were to be retained, neither descriptive data concerning the tryout
sample nor information concerning the sources studied to develop
items are described. Correlations-reported for each of grades 4 to
8 between the subtest scores and the Lorge-Thorndike Verbal IQ range
from .18 to .86.

Comment: The content appears to reflect current trends in the'
teaching of reading as well as in re cognizing that the experiential
domain of today's student is much broader than it used to be. Some
of the subtests are so highly speeded that many students do not fin-
ish in the allotted time. Some of the reliabilities of the subtest
scores are so low that extreme cautlon must be used in interpreting
subtest score i erences an in evaluating gain scores on sub-
tests. Despite th...6.77.71.7trarms noted here and above, the tests are
popular with teachers, Who appear to think they serve adequately the
purposes for which they were designed; they may not do this.

San Diego Quick Assessment. Unpublished.

Grade Levels: 1-6+

Content: Graded list of 130 wo rds taken from basal reading se-
ries and the Thorndike Word List. Words are presented on index
cards in 11 sets of 10 words each.

Scores: No scores -- instructional level in reading is deter-
mined by level of last card correctly read.

Norming: No norms
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Reliability: No information

Validity: No information

Comment: This test was developed by two professors at the Cali-
fornia State University at San Diego and is used in their classes inmethods of teaching reading. It is not a standardized test. It is
a hi hly subjective test since the examiner deacies whether a wordhas been correcti read if not, wh not. Its use
sc ool situation mule e ]iw[tee to t e asi1ity o t e examiner to
make 'ust the ri ht de-akons. It is definitef not recommenErrar
c ass uouping.

DIFFERENTIAL APTITUDE TESTS

Differential Aptitude Tests (DAT). Psrhological Corporation, Re-
vise

Grade LeveZs: 8-12 (1 level, 2 forms)

Raw. Scores: 9 subtest scores and a VRA-NA score: verbal reason-
ing (VR), numerical ability (gk), abstract reasoning (AR), clerical
speed and accuracy (CSA), mechanical reasoning (14R), space relations
(SR), language usage I: spelling (SPEL), and language usage II:
grammar (GRAN).

Derived Scores: Percentile ranks and stanines for each of the
eight subtests and for the combined raw scores on VR and NA

Norming: The norms group included more than 64,000 students
from 76 school districts in 33 states and the District of Columbia.
Separate sex and grade level (8-12) norms are provided. The testing
of the normative sample was done in the fall. However, the authors
alsoyrovide sprin norms for rades 8-11. These s rin norms were
obtained by interpo ating etween t e a norms o successive
grades. The accuracy of-these interpolated norms is debatable,

Reliability: Split-half reliability coefficients computed sep-
arately for each sex and each grade are reported for bothforms for
all subtests except CSA. The mean reliability coefficients for the
separate subtests range fram..79 to .97 for boys and from .80 to .97
for girls. MR was the least reliable subtest for girls and CSA the
least reliable for boys. For each grade, standard errors of mea-
surement were computed on each subtest for boys and girls these
range from about 2.3 to 5.5 raw score points. The correlations be-
tween grade 9 and grade 12 scores, on a long-term basis, range from
.60 to .86. MR and CSA are the least stable subtests. VR is the
most stable.

Validity: The research on the prediction of course grades is
summarized according to subject areas. Median correlations (across
all studies) between the best subscores on the DAT and the criterion
.-nrse grades range from the upper .40s to the low .60s. However,
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all foUr ma"or sub"ect-matter areas can be redicted successfully
usin t e same score: VR-1-NA; us t e ii erential vall it of the
DAT 111 re ictin is not very well su stantiate . T e
pre *Ction o aclievement test results follows essentiallTEF same
pattern as the prediction of course grades. Concurrent validity
studies showing the correlation between the VR+NA score and tests of
general intelligence range mostly in the .70s and 80s, as high as
the correlations between most tests of general intelligence. It
certal-nlY appears that the VR+NA score serves the same Purpose as
general intelligence test scores.

Comment: The primary suggested use of multifactor aptitude
tests has been for educational and vocational guidance. The admin-
istration of the DAT in grade 8 or 9 can provide information that is
relevant to the decisions a student must make concerning future edu-
catio0al plans. The subtests predict a variety of cIiteria, and the
descriptive value of the subtest scores is not to be underempha-
sized, Mhny counselors are appreciative of the fact that students
who WoUld perform at a low level on a test of general intelligence
may dO well on some of the subtests of the DAT; thus, the counselor
can sgY something ,of a positive nature concerning the student's
abilities, and the student leaves the counseling interview with a
bettef self-concept than if one could only intrepret the low scores
on a general intelligence test. The DAT is intended for help in
decision-making regardin hi h school curriculum on the part of stu-
UEFraients, teac ers, counselors combined. It-5--Tiot intended-
tr-Ejucecis]ain:e ma e at too ear yarl---Ealetatit
nece"S"Sarily 136Parmanimlf.

course
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APPENDIX D

A GLOSSARY OF NEASUREMENT TERMS usp,IN THIS H,e0DBOOK

The following are brief definitions of the terms most frequently

used in discussing tests and the results of testing. The defini-

tions are intended to provide educators and community leaders with

some understanding of the implications of the terms for the tests

with which they are concerned without burdening them with technical

details.

Ability test: also known as aptitude test

or intelligence test. An ability test at-

tempts to measure the combination of native

and acquired abilities needed for school

work, that is, the academic potential ol

the student. Theoretically, the items on

an ability test are based on research into

the human learning process while items on

an achievement test are closely related to

specific classroom teaching and learning.

In practice, there is often little differ-

-ence between the two tests.

Achievement test: a test that attempts to

measure the extent to which a person has

mastered certain specific sJlls taught in

the classroom. Achievement tests are fre-

quently administered in "bacteries," or

groups, of from four to 10 separate tests

covering different aspects of the curricu-

lum. All batteries have subtests in the

specific areas of reading, arithmetic

skillsand problem solving, and language

skills, and some batteries go beyond the

above-mentioned fields and attempt to tes:

achievement in areas such as science, so-

cial studies, and study skills. For the

upper grade and secondary school levels,

separate achievement tests are available

in rost every subject area. AcI4evement

tests do not have to be commercially pub-

lished. Applied loosely, the term

"achiev,iment" can be uSed to describe any

test a teacher gives to find out how well

students have learned a Particular subject.

(See CRITERION-REFERENCED TEST, DIAGNOSTIC

TEST, INVENTORY TEST.)

Averaze: a measure of central tendency.

The three most widely used alrerages are the

median, the mean, and the mode. (See

DIAN, MEAN, NODE.) When the word ."average"

is used alone, it generally refers to the

mean. A score shuild be called "above av-

erage" or "below average" only after the

type of average being used is identified.

lf the average used is the mean, for exam-

ple, and the mean's value is 60.for a par-

ticular 100-point test, then the scores

61-100 are "above average" and the scores

0-59 are "below average." If, on the other

hand, the average used is the median, the

top 50 percent of the sores are "above

average" and the bottom SO percent are "be-

low average."
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'Battery: a group of tests -- usually from

four to 10 -- standardized on the same sam-

ple population. Because each test in the

battery has the same set of norms, the

tests are easily comparable with one anoth-

er. For example, the reading skills of a

student can be compared to his other

skills. Almost all achievement tests

used at the elementary school level and

many of those designed for use at the high

school level are given in batteries. (See

NORMS for an explanation of how a test is

standardized.)

Composite score: a total score that com-

bines several subscores, usually by aver-

aging.

Converted score: a general term referring

to any.of a variety of "transformed"

- scores, in terms of which raw scores on a

test may be expressed for such reasons as

making interpretation easier and permitting

comparison with scores on other test forms.

Percentile scores, scaled scores, and sta-

nines are all converted scores:

Correlation: the "going-togetherness" of

two scores or tests. If there is a ten-

dency for students with high IQ scores a]so

to be high in reading ability, then there

is a high correlation between scores on IQ

tests and scores on reading tests. This

does not mean that having a "hIgh IQ" is

the cause of a person's hlgh reading score;

it merely means that thore is a'statistical

relationship between the two phenomena.

Criterion: a requirement which a test

must meet. Before a test can be considered

valid, it must meet certain criteria. Sup-

pose a test is designed to measure a stu-

dent's understanding of the multiplication

and division of fractions. If it is shown

that thc test does not accurately gauge a

7 7
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student's understanding of these two arith-

metic processes, then it has not met its

criteria; it is.not valid. Thus, a crite-

rion is a standard used to test a test.

(See VIDITY.).

Criterion-referenced test: an achievement

test that ideally covers small units of

content. Its content is closely related to

what has been taught in the classroom.

Since most criterion-referenced tests are

developed according to local specifica-

tions, they are rarely standardized on a

national norms group.

Culture-fair test: a test limited in con-

tent tO that which is common to all cul-

tures. Regardless of the culture in which

a child has been brought up, a culture-fair

test should measure "fairly" his capacity

for "knowing."

Culture-free test: There is no such thing

cs a culture-free test. Such a test could

measure only "inherited" abilities. While

this may not seem impossible in theory, in

practice a test cannot be made culturally

sterile. The language structure used in

the test and the background knowledge re-

quired to answer questions would both be

culturally determined. Even so-called

"performance tests," which do not use lan-

guage, cannot eliminate cultural bias,

though tLy may reduce it. Furthermore,

even as an infant a person has absorbed to

some extent the culture in which he is

brought up Ind this will influence his re-

sponses to test items as well as to the

conditions under which the test is taken.

Diagnostic test: an achievement test used

to "diagnose" or analyze, that is, to lo-

cate an individual's specific areas of

weakness or strength and, wherever pos-

sible, to suggest, their cause.
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Grade equivalent: a numerical rating which

indicates what average level of achievement

a given score repreSents. Grade equiva-

lents are calculated on the performance of

the norms group and based on a 10-month

school year. Thus, if a child received a

5.7 srade equivalent, his test score would

be equal to the average test score of the

children in the norms group who were in the

seventh month of grade S.

Intelligence Quotient (IQ): originally,

the ratio of a person's mental age to his

chronological age: MA/CA, multiplied by 100

to eliminate the decimal. This quotient

rating has fallen into disrepute and-has

gradually been replaced by the deviation IQ
(DIQ) concept, which I's based on the dif-

ference (or deviation) between a person's

score and the average score for persons of

his chronological age. Though the-termS

"superior," "above average," "average,!' and

"below average" have been used to label IQ

scores, it is perhaps useful and less mis-

leading to interpret an IQ score by compar-

ing it with national scores. Figure I is

an illustration of such a comparison. It

relates deviation IQ scores to percentile

ranks.

InimIt9ELLEt: an achievement test that

atempts to cover thoroughly a small unit

of instruction in specific subject matter

in order to take "inventOry" of an individ-

ual's stock of knowledge. (It is often

called a pretest.)

Mean: the sum of a set of scores divided

by the number of scores.

Median: the point at which half the

scores in a group fall below and half

above, unless the median itself is one of

the scores. The median is always the 50th

percentile. Some people who misunderstand

the term are dismayed that half of the

children who have taken a certain te'st have

fallen below the median. They are unaware

that this is always, the case. Even if no

one missed more than a few questions, !Ialf

of those taking the test would still re-

ceive scores below the median.

Mental age: the age_for which a given test

core on a mental ability test is normil

of average. For example, if the average

score of children who are 6 years, 10

months, of age is 55 on a particular test,

then a child making a 55 on that te.:t is

said to have a mental ap Of 6-10, regard.

PERCENTILE RANK 0,7 0:5 3 7 ;6' 37 2-0 69 d4 cl3 94 991A
DEVIATION /, 52 88 84 WO 118 132 1-18

FIGURE I NORMAL CURVE, SHOWING RELATIONS BETWEEN
PERCENTILE RANK AND DEVIATION 1.0. SCORES.
(SEE INTELLIGENCE QUOTIEN1, PERCENTILE R,4NK1
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less of his chronological age; that is, he

could actually be 8 years old and still

have a mmntal age, according to the test

score, of 6 years, 10 months.

Mode: the score or value that occurs most

frequently in a distribution. In the dis-

tribution 1, 2, 3, 4, 4, 4, 5, 7, 9, the

number 4 is the modal value.

MUltiple-choice item: a test item in which

.the examinee's task is to choose the cor-

rect or best answer from several options.

An example: Chicago is (a) a town, (b) a

-city, (c) a state, (d) a country.

Normal distribution: a distribution of

scores or measures that in graphic form has

a distinctive bell-shaped appearance. This

curve is known as a "norMal" curve. In

such a distribution, scores are distributed

symmetrically above and below the mean, and

the mean and median are the same. (Figures

I, II, and III are examples of normal dis-

tribution curves.)

Norming or Standardization: Suppose norms

are to be developed for Test X, which will

eventually be given to all school children

in public elementary schools. The publish-

er will first try to select a norms popu-

lation that is representative of all public

school children, although it may comprise

only 5 percent of that total population.

Test X is given to this group and the re-

sults become norms. Test X is now said to

be standardized on this norms population.

When Test X is given to elementary school

children, wherever they are located and no

matter to what socioeconomic group they be-

long, it should be possible to compare the

results obtained to these norms. .National

norms are simply norms that have been.dc-

rived from testing a group selected from

all over the United States. Mbst standard-

75

ized tests use national norms. Some use

...regional norms or norms based on students

from different socioeconomic groups as

Well.

Norms: statistics that give meaning to a

test score. A raw score can have meaning

only when it is referred to some type of

group or groups. Suppose a man is 76 inch-

es tall. ls he above or below normal

height? For a Watusi, he would be about

average:. in Japan, he would be far above

average. Similarly,.in order to label a

score above or below average, a set of

norms must be established against which

the score can be compared. In other words,

a test must be standardized on a norms

population before scores obtained on that

test can be interpreted. Norms can be re-'

ported in several ways, including percen-

tile ranks, stanines, mental age, grade

equivalents, and IQ scores. (These terms

are defined elsewhere in the Glossary.)

These norms systems are different ways of

expressing the same thing. For example,

a 9-year-old child of "slightly above av-

erage intelligence" could rank in the 63rd

percentile and the 6th stanine in relation

to other 9-year-olds; have a mental age of

10, a.grade equivalent of 5.1, and an av-

erage of 109. "Norms" is the term used to

describe the full range of scores obtained

by the norms population,, while the "norm"

refers only to the midpoint or average of

that range. A norm is merely a statement

of the average found at a part:i.cular time

by test publishors.

Ob'ective test: a test made Up of items

for which correct responses are sot up in.

advance; scores are unaffected by the opin-

ion or judgment of the scorer. For exam-

ple: True or False: Washington, D.C., is
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the capital of the United States. An ob-_ _

jective test is in contrast to a subjec-

tive test such as an essay examination, to

which different test correctors may assign

different scores.

Parallel forms of tests: two or more forms

of a test that are assembled:as closely as

possible to the same statistical and con-

tent specifications so that they will pro-
-.

vide the same kind of measurement at dif-

ferent administrations.

Percentile: a point in a distribution. A

score coinciding with the 35th percentile

equals or surpasses the score of 35 percent

of the persons in the norms group and e-

quals or falls below 65 percentof the per-

formances ih the group.. Percentile has no-

thing to do with the percent of correct

answers.

Percentile band: a range of percentile

ranks which takes into account the measure-

ment error that is alwaysinvolved in as-

sessing raw test scores. A student might

be told that his score fell within the 60th

to 75th percentile band rather than at a

particular percentile rank, say the 73rd

percentile, becavse it is possit,le that on

another day, taking the same test, his

score may rank anywhere from 60 percent to

75 percent. The errors of measurement that

are.:inherent in any test make the reporting

of test scores in band form desirable.

Percentile rank: the percent of scores in

a distribution equal to or lower than a

particular obtained score. A percentile

rank should not be confused with the per-

cent of correct answers an examinee has ob-

tained on 3 test.

Performance test: a test involving some

manual response on the examinee's part,

generally a manipulation of concrete equip-

ment or materials. There are many types of

performance tests, but they all have one

tharacteristic in common: they do not de-

pend upon verbal symbols alone to measure

individual differences. The role of lan-

guage is excluded or minimized.

Power test: a test intended to measure

level of performance unaffected by speed of

response; there is either no time limit or

a very generous one. Items are usually ar-

ranged in order of increasing difficulty,

This type of test is in contrast to a

.speeded test, which has a definite time

limit and may penalize the slow-working

student.

Random sample: a.sapple taken fmm some

total population (for example, American

children in elementary school) in such a

way that every member of that population

has an equal chance of being included..

For example, drawing names out of a hat

in which each person's name has been put

only once gives a random sample.. By Such

a "blind" process, testers hope to avoid

choosing one "type" of person more than

another "type" and to select a norms popa7

lation much smaller than the total popula-

tion it represents. In a stratified random

Sample, which has recently become more com-

mon, those chosen are representative of

specified subgroups of the total popula-

tien. For example, you might have a

separate hat to draw out of for each grade,

each ethnic group, each geographic area,

and/or each socioeconomic status. This

process is more "biased" than pure random

sampling in that it restricts the groups

it can choose from.

Rai:ge: the difference between the lowest

and highest scores obtained on a test by.'

some group.
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Raw score: the first ktuantitative result

obtained in scoring a test. This could be

the number of right answers, the number of

right answers minus same fraction of the

number wrong, the number of errors, or

same similar unconverted, uninterpreted

measure.

Reliability: the extent to which a test

is consistent in measuring whatever it does

measure; the dependability of a test, its

relative freedom from errors of measure-

ment. If you weigh yourself on the same

bathroom scale several times with the same

result, then the scale is aSsumed to be

reliable. Similarly, if the same test oi

a parallel form of the test yield's approx-

imately the same results from administra-

tion to administration, the test is assumed

to be reliable

Reuesertative sample: a sample that cor-

responds to or matches the population of

which it is a sample with respect to char-

acteristics important for the purposes

under investigation.

.;caled scure: the score on a test when

the raw score obtained has been converted

to a number or position on a standard

reference scale.
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Speeded test: (See POWER TEST.)

Standard deviation: a measure of the

spread of a score distribution. Calcula-

ting the standard deviation of a set -of

scores shows how they deviate from the

.mean score. In general, the smaller the

standard deviation, the closer the scores

will group around the mean; the larger the

standard deviation, the more spread there

will be. The norms statistics for most

standardized tests are based on relatively

large standard deviations of between 10 and

20. For a normal distribution (which is

the most common distribution) there is an

exact relationship between the standard

deviation and the percentage of cases fall-

ing 'within each standard deviation from

the mean. Figure II shows this relation-

ship.

Standard error of measurement E. *as.):

a statistic which gives the possible mag-

nitude of "error" present in a score. S.E.

Meas. indicates the amount a given score

.may differ from itS hypothetical "true"

score. The standard error is an amount

such that about 2 times out of 3 the "ob-

tained" score would not differ by more than

one standard error from the "true" score.

2.1%
13.6%

4 1-

-35. D. -28.0.

34.1% 34.1%

2.1%

0 + +28.0.
PERCENTILE RANK 0.1 0.6 2 7 I g 31 6I-0 69 84 93 98 99.J 99.9

FIGURE NORMAL CURVE;SHOWING THE PROPORTION OF CASES
THAI ALWAYS FALL WITHIN INDICATED STANDARD

.

DEVIATIONS FROM MEAN. (SEE STANDARD DEVIATION)
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Standardized test: a test prepared by spe-

cialists, administered according to uniform

directions, scored in conformance with def- 1

inite rules, and interpreted in terms of'

certain normative information. Reliability

and validity data are usually provided.

Such tests are commercially published and

for general use.

Stanine scale: a nine-point scale used to

help interpret scores; a norms system. The

stanine (short for standard-nine) scale has.

valuerom 1 to 9, with a mean of S. Each

stanine corresponds to a certain range of

percentiles (See Figure III). Each sta-

nine (except the two extremes 1 and 9) has

the same width, thus dividing,a score dis-

tribution into seven equal parts within the

two extremes. Stanines simplify reporting

scOre results and are usually used in re-

porting national norms statistics.

Ttue score: a score entirely free of er-
.

ror; hence, a hypothetical value that can

never be obtained by testing, which always

involves same measurement error. A true

score is sometimes thought of in this way:

if a student took a certain test an infi-

nite number of times (assuming no Practice

effect or change in the student) the aver-

age score of this infinite number of scores

would be the true score. (See STANDARD

ERR)R OF MEASUREMENT.)

Validity: the extent to wilich a test does

the job for which it is used. A bathroom

scale is a "valid" measure of weight but a

ruler, for example, is not. Similarly, a

raading test wouldnot be a valid measure

of achievement in writing.

PERCEIIT OF scones

APPROXIMATE RANGE OF
PERCENTILE RAMOS

FIGURE II I

4%

BELOW 5

7%1 121' 17%

ri Trio-
20% 17% !ZS 7% 4%

60 o 7d--
77 .19 BS ABOVE 95

NORMAL CURVE, SHOWING STANINES, PERCENT OF
SCORES FALLING IN.EACH STAIWNE AND APPROKIVAI,=.
PERCENTILE RANK. (SEE STAN!NE)
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